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STRATEGY AND SCIENCE: TOWARD A NATIONAL 
SECURITY POLICY FOR THE 1970’S

I ntroductio n

In  March 1969 the Subcommittee on National Security Policy 
and Scientific Developments of the House Fore ign Affairs Commit
tee held a series of hearings on the general subject of the  effect of space 
and weapons developments on U.S. foreign policy, with  par ticu lar 
stress on the Nation’s alliances and other security commitments 
abroad.

In  that effort, we were able to call on the assistance of some of 
America’s most knowledgeable experts. The ir testimony, recorded 
in this document, is a varied, stim ulating, and generally comprehensive 
survey of the vita l s trateg ic issues which face the United  States today 
or will likely confront it  in the future .

Most, if not all, of  these issues are directly related to  scientific and 
technological developments. Since the end of World Wa r II , many 
of the central issues of American foreign policy—particular ly those 
which affect the fundamental internationa l position and security of 
the Nation—have become intimate ly tied to advances in science.

The advances in technical sophistication of armaments and related 
systems have made new demands on us. They have about them a 
“nigh tmarish” quality, as Dr. Eugene Rostow noted in  h is testimony. 
Yet they exist in reali ty and we must be awake to the challenges 
they present.

The object of foreign policy is to preserve peace in order  to ad
vance the Nation’s security and interests. These responsibilities de
mand that we turn  close attention both to scientific matters  and to 
ways and means of moving the world away from the  edge of the 
precipice.

Questions of power relations among nations, the uses and limits 
of power, of futu re power alinements, and of agreements to control 
or reduce military power—all these issues must be considered in two 
crucial way s:

Fir st, in the l igh t of established scientific knowledge and d ata;  
and

Second, and even more critically, on the basis of uncerta in scien
tific and technological estimates.

We live in an age when whole families of multi-bi llion-do llar, highly 
complex weapons systems have been developed, deployed, grown obso
lescent, and  have been discarded without ever once having  been used 
in actual warfare.

We live in an age when the measure of a nation’s tota l military 
power is based on estimates of a vast varie ty of technical factors, 
including kinds of weapons, their effectiveness, thei r command and 
control properties , and the qual ity of milita ry-or iented research.
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We live in an age when a system of interna tional  stability could 
crumble away virtually overnight  because of a “breakthrough” in 
weapons technology. While Dr. Jerome Wiesner told  the subcom
mittee he did not believe such an event  would occur in the next decade, 
he could no t rule  out the element of technological surprise. As long as 
the United States is seriously threatened by powerful adversaries as 
it is today, the success of our national  security policies will continue 
to depend significantly on the quality  of research and development 
in mil itary  applications.

But that  is only part of the story. Equally important , certainly, 
is the quality  of our understanding of, and thinking  about, strategic 
issues and the relevancy of the instruments we have created to deal 
with national security problems.

In many ways, as Dr. Thomas Schelling testified, our unde rstand
ing of strategic issues has grown with the passage of time. But the 
need for  intensified research and study, as Vincent Rock emphasized, 
is clear.

Even as we seek to solve current problems, scientific advances bring 
new issues to the fore. A ssistant Secretary  of State U. Alexis Johnson 
pointed to difficulties ari sing from the growing ability  of nations to 
exploit the riches of the seabed. Mr. Mason Will rich was concerned 
with the mili tary  ramifications of constantly increasing stocks of 
plutonium being produced by civil nuclear power projects.

As the progress of science tends  to outdistance our thinking and 
our political st ructures,  two serious problems resu lt:

First, science may become the master instead of the servant of 
policy. Deployments and commitments may be made on th e basis of 
what is possible rath er than on what is desirable. To paraphrase  
Dr. Harold Linstone, to  know capabilit ies tells us litt le unless we can 
balance this  agains t future needs or requirements.

No weapons system, no mat ter how revolutionary, will be helpful 
unless we can unders tand how its deployment will enhance our na
tional security. From tha t point of view, according to Dr. George 
Kistiakowsky, a milita ry moon base, while feasible, would have 
questionable value.

Fur ther , as Assistant Secretary of Defense G. Warren Nutter  told 
the subcommittee, we must be aware of the repercussions of techno
logical advances on our allies as well as on our adversaries. Their 
legitimate concerns must be carefu lly kept in mind.

The second serious problem is the converse of the first. Scientific 
progress may make possible new ways of accomplishing objectives 
which are rejected because they do not fit into the framework of estab
lished patte rns or organizations.

For example, Dr. Albert Wohsetter, in a sta tement to the subcom
mittee print ed in the appendix, suggests that  the fast deployment 
capability of U.S. military forces makes certain  overseas milit ary 
bases, like Okinawa, expendable. Yet  there is a tendency to cling to 
established ways of doing things.

Today our Nation has formal security  commitments with 42 nations 
and quasi-commitments to perhaps another  dozen countries. In view of 
scientific and political developments which have taken place in the 
years since they were made, are these commitments still relevant to 
America’s security interests? If  not, how and where do we begin the 
difficult task of revising them or disengag ing from them?
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Ill all such matters choices must be made, of ten on the basis of esti
mates rath er than hard facts, among alternatives  which may be 
nearly  as attrac tive (or una ttractiv e). Those essentially are politica l 
choices which must be made by representatives  o f the American peo
ple in the executive and legislative branches of the Government.

While the views o f specialists and experts should be heeded, the 
ultima te decisionmaking must not be le ft to the scientists or military 
planners. If  elected representatives o f the people shirk  th is responsi
bility, our system of democratic government  is injured.

It  has become clear, therefore, that the Congress must devote its 
attention in greater measure than  ever before to the vital issues 
of science and strategy, if we are to achieve a  reasonable measure of 
security for the American people in a very unsafe world.

To do this, we must educate ourselves, i f not as actual scientists, 
then as individuals who understand  the ways and vocabulary of 
science. Moreover, we must  be aware of developments in strategic 
thought in this nuclear age.

It  was to those closely related objectives tha t the  subconimittee 
hearings were directed. We sought to score no points for either 
side of the antibal listic missile debate, bu t simply to improve our own 
grasp  of the issues involved.

We were not  interested in flaying a “milit ary- indu stria l complex” 
but rather  in bette r understanding the dynamics of weapons develop
ment and deployment, as described by Dr.  Charles Herzfe ld and other 
witnesses.

We were not intent on stoking the fires of neoisolationism, but only 
in making sure t hat  U.S. alliances and security commitments are rele
vant to the  demands of today and tomorrow.

The reader, therefore, may find in the hearings  more questions tha n 
answers. This  was intended. Congress first must ask the right ques
tions if it  is to arrive a t the right answers.

Hav ing made a broad survey of the matters within the scope of 
its mandate, the subcommittee now is prepared  to deal with individual 
issues of science and stra tegy  in an intensive and constructive way. In 
coming months, this will be its task.

In  the meantime, i t is hoped tha t this present volume of testimony 
will contribute to the national dialog on establishing a viable na
tional security policy for the coming decade. Each  of the witnesses 
has made a substant ial contribution to our s tudy and deserves serious 
attention.

To all who testified or supplied statements, the subcommittee is 
profoundly grateful. Appreciation must also be expressed to the  staff 
members of the Foreign Affairs and Science Policy Divisions of the 
Library  of Congress for  their assistance on the hearings.

In concluding, a comment by Mr. Herman K ahn to the  subcommit
tee comes to mind. “If  both sides have 2,000 missiles poised, ready to go 
on 30 seconds’ notice,” he said, “it is ha rd for me to imagine t ha t the 
rest o f the  century will pass without something happening.”

He was speaking of the danger of our destruction  and the destruc
tion of our children and our society. We dare not  let it happen.





STRATEGY AND SCIENCE: TOWARD A NATIONAL 
SECURITY POLICY FOR THE 1970’S

TUESDAY, MARCH 11, 1969

H ouse op R epresentatives ,
Committee  on F oreign Affa irs ,

Subcommittee on National Security P olicy
and Scien tific D evelopments,

Washington, D.G.
The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 2255, Rayburn House 

Office Building, Hon. Clement J . Zablocki (chairman of the subcom
mittee) presiding.

Mr. Zablocki. The subcommittee will come to order. With  this  
session today, the  Subcommittee on National Security Policy  and 
Scientific Developments begins hearings on a  subject of v ital  in terest 
and importance to  a ll who are dedicated to the cause of peace.

For  the next 3 weeks—and beyond, we will be giving  long  overdue 
attention to the effects of  space and weapons developments on U.S. 
alliances and security  commitments abroad.

To assist us  in our inquiry,  a distinguished  group  of experts have 
graciously consented to take time from busy schedules to give us the 
benefit of the ir knowledge and wisdom.

Here today are two of those men—Dr. Wiesner and Dr. Herz feld.  
Before calling  on these outs tanding Americans to testi fy, however, 
I  believe it is p roper at this time to briefly review some of  the back
ground  and scope of the subcommittee investigation.

Briefly I would like to state th at  since the applica tion of the Truman 
Doctrine, the U.S. strategic policy has been, in essence, an alliance 
policy.

In an effort to preserve peace and order in the world, our Nation 
has made security commitments with some 42 nations and quasi-com
mitments with perhaps another dozen countries.

Almost w ithou t exception the United States took on these responsi
bilities at a time when our Nation  held a position of overwhelming 
nuclear superiori ty over the Soviet Union.

Today we find the situation radically changed. The Russians  have 
achieved the  abi lity  to spread death and devastat ion throughout our 
land. Moreover, three other  countries, one, hostile China, have joined 
in the nuclear club, and other nations seem on the thresho ld of doing 
so.

Fina lly, there  have been rapid developments in weapons technology 
and space exp loitation which have serious strategic ramifications. As 
in other areas, science may well be pacing  ahead of our  thinking about 
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problems of national strategy, and racing ahead of institutions which 
have been established to insure national security.

I t is, there fore, ratio nal to believe tha t our security commitments, 
established from one to  two decades ago, have been affected in ways 
only dimly perceived by past technological developments, and will be 
affected by prospect ive developments in the coming decade.

If  the quality of our strateg ic thought and the effectiveness of our 
strategic policies are  to remain high, the ir constant review is necessary 
in the ligh t of strides  in science and technology. As we open these 
hearings today, it is in the hope tha t the formation of opinions 
which will come f rom them will contribute to the national debate on 
these crucial issues and will give us, as Members of Congress, a deeper 
appreciation of the  ways which scientific progress may shape strategic 
thinking  and foreign policy in the days to come.

As I  said earl ier our  witnesses today are Dr . Jerom e B. Wiesner and 
Dr. Charles M. H erzfe ld. The ir biographies will be made part of the 
record. We will proceed with  the hearings.

STA TEM ENT OF DR. JERO ME  B. WIESN ER , PROVOST, MASSACHU
SETTS IN ST IT UTE  OF TECHNOLOGY, CAMBRIDGE, MASS.

Dr. Wiesner. As I understand my task, it is to try  to review the 
highl ights of the technological changes of the last  decade or decade 
and a half which have led us to where we are and to  t ry to give some 
feeling for the impact  of  these technological developments and on our 
foreign  policy, and part icularly  our NATO association, though  I 
would not claim to be an expert on the latter.

I have been involved in many developments which have affected 
NATO, so I have been on the periphery of the general plann ing and 
can speak a bit about this as I go along.

The point I want to stress is the nature of the technological arms 
race tha t we have been running, the uncerta inties which it  has gener
ated for us for at  least a decade.

We are facing problems today in our civilian society which 
we don’t know how to manage, and we frequently  say t ha t technology 
has projected us into a condition beyond our abili ty to plan, to control 
and to manage our society.

In  a real sense, we have been living with that situat ion in the mili
tary field for  about two decades. In fact, it was much worse, I  would 
say, 10 years ago than i t is today because in the period fol lowing World 
War II  we were projected into a  sort of a three-fold revolution simul
taneously, a three-dimensional technological revolution.

At  the end of World War II  the United States had just  developed 
the atomic bomb, the fission bomb, which mult iplied  the explosive 
power of a given weight of explosive material by a factor of 1,000, 
which we thought was tremendous.

But in the la te 1940’s and early  1950’s we had  the developments of a 
fusion bomb which mult iplied the power of a given amount  of material 
once again by 1,000. So we had to comprehend and contend with an 
explosive force from a pound of materia l which was about 1 million 
times what we had been used to handling  in the TNT type of explosive.

Simultaneously wi th th at  we had an electronics revolution which ex-
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tended our abili ty to communicate and  control. We saw the computer 
displacing man in the control of air craft, and making possible the auto
matically guided unmanned aircra ft, the guided missile, and finally 
the ballistic missile which took man completely out of  the control loop, 
for bet ter and for worse.

These developments made possible much quicker reaction times in 
offensive systems. A t the same time we saw th e development of long- 
range offensive striking  power, first by the intercontinental bomber, 
which still required men, and then with the intermediate range and 
finally the long-range ballistic missile in  which men were completely 
taken out of the operational loop once a command decision had  been

/  given.
As we look back, these all seem fair ly reasonable and logical tech- 

/  nical achievements. But  at the time that we were developing them,
each was subject to a rather considerable amount of violent technical 
argument both about how rapid ly one could make such changes and
about the specific technical direction.

And because of the three-dimensional charac ter of this  mil itary 
revolution, there was an unbelievable amount of confusion in the  plan
ning for our strategic  forces. All of this  was, I think, fur the r com
plicated by both the intensi ty o f the cold war, the feeling we had tha t 
Stalin, if not madly irrational,  could not be counted on always to 
act rationally. The fact  tha t the Soviet Union  was a very tigh tly  closed 
system from an informational point of view, so tha t we knew very 
little about it, made the situation very bad for we had to imagine the 
nature  of thre at the  Soviet Union  posed.

Fea r forced us to try  to move at a technical pace which probtibly 
exceeded our capabilities to go from a conception or an idea to realiza 
ble weapons systems in a very short time.

The h istory of t ha t period is one, for those of us who lived through 
it, as we look back at it, almost like a bad illness in the family.

As I look back at the fears we had during tha t period and the 
frenzy with which we worked, and the failures tha t we encountered, 
I can hard ly believe now tha t we, in fac t really did it.

We had , as a result of the lack of any creditable  intelligence infor
mation, and because of the intensity of the cold war, to make some 
assumptions which, in the end, turned out to be untrue.

Namely, at the time we believed tha t the Soviet Union was b uild 
ing a very large offensive force. We reacted this way, first in the  
bomber period—1947-52—and then again in the ballistic missile pe
riod—1952-60—and we conditioned our responses to possible, but 
not as it turned  out late r, actual th reats.

In the case of the  first phase of this era2 which was the bomber 
epoch, we responded in two ways: By build ing a very large bomber 
force using medium-range bombers, which would either be refueled or 
based overseas, and intercontinental bombers capable of ca rrying very 
large warheads, and we began the development of a very large air  
defense system.

I spent the f irst years of the decade of 1950 working on that air de
fense system. We assumed initially tha t we were going to have to con
tend with a Soviet strike  of the order of 1,000 a irplanes, and we were 
trying to develop a system to deal with that.



4

We fe lt tha t trad ition al World Wa r I I  kinds  of ai r defense systems, 
that was doing very well when it achieved an attr ition of 5 percent, 
was obviously not adequate for the one massive nuclear attack tha t 
we were concerned with.

So we tried to  invent a more effective system. For this, we employed 
the then developing, just on the horizon, electronic digital computers 
in place of the usual manual controllers.

The SAGE system was developed as pa rt of the system to protect 
the continent ag ainst attack by Soviet bombs. We coupled by means of 
computers, early warning and tracking  radars, a distant early warn
ing system, a family of ai r defense missiles called Nike-Hercules, Nike- 
Ajax, and a varie ty of fighter airc raft . This whole very elaborate 
system was to  be controlled automatically by the computer.

Looking back, it is clear tha t we never succeeded in creating an air 
defense system tha t would have been effective against the thr eat we 
had feared. Fo rtun ately that th rea t did  not evolve. As a ma tter of  fact, 
I  think most of us don’t believe the air  defense system as i t evolved 
would be completelv effective against even the more modest threa t we 
now believe the Soviets did build.

But in the process, we did learn a grea t deal about high-powered 
radars, about defensive missiles or rockets, and a good deal about the 
use of computers in real-time mil itary  situations.

So this all was in par t a very expensive education. I would say, for 
those involved, like myself and Dr. Herzfeld , in defense technology.

At the height of this  air defense bomber development program, 
about 1952, we began to hear rumors about a ballistic  missile develop
ment effort in the Soviet Union which concerned us enough tha t we 
devised a special r adar system capable of track ing missiles fired over 
what was bel ieved to be the Soviet missile test range.

In  1957, or possibly earlier, we began to see inte rmediate  range mis
siles, 700- and 800-mile missiles, being tested regularly.

In the summer of 1957 we saw the first intercontinental missile test. 
Our own serious work on missiles began much earlier, about 1952, I 
believe. The Assis tant Secretary of the Ai r Force for  Research and 
Development, Trevor Gardner, began to hear  so many rumors about 
the Soviet developments tha t he began to suspect that long-range 
ballistic missiles were technically possible. He called a group of us to
gether, both to talk  about how to deal with the intelligence problems 
and to make a decision about -whether the United  States should have an 
intensive ballistic program of its own.

This  committee was chaired by the distingu ished physicist, John 
Van Xeuman and a number of us worked on it. We concluded tha t 
missiles were feasible, though at tha t time the Air  Force maintained  
tha t they were not.

It  was not that  the Air  Force made a bad mistake. Rath er in the 
year and a ha lf aft er tha t judgment had been rendered, the therm o
nuclear bomb became possible.

The thermonuclear bomb made possible a much ligh ter warhead  
for the reasons I  indica ted ea rli er; namely, tha t you could get, for a 
given weight of mater ial, a thousand times as much explosive power, 
and this  made the intercontinenta l ballis tic missile feasible.

This probably explains, at least this  is my view though I have not 
heard thi s from anyone who rea lly knows, why the Russians had such



5

a tremendous advantage  in the space race. I  believe th at they early 
recognized there was a terrib le assymetry in the bomber field between 
the United States and the Soviet Union, par tial ly because of our in
dustrial  capacity but more, I think, because of our base structure, 
which allowed shorter  range bombers to be effective against the Soviet 
Union than they could bring  to bear against the United States.

This is probably the  reason why the estimated bomber threa t from 
the Soviet Union never materialized. They threw a  great deal of their 
energy early into the development of a ballistic missile; they made 
the decision to depend upon missiles several years before we did. The 
evidence supports this  argument for they were tes ting missiles before 
us. I believe they must  have made the decisions before the ir nuclear 
scientists knew that  they could build a thermonuclear bomb.

Therefore they did something which probably , in thei r judgment, 
was not a good th ing  to do but tlie only thin g they  could do; that is, to 
build a large missile capable of c arry ing a modest explosive; namely, 
a large fission bomb.

The big rocket which they used fo r t hei r early sputniks and which 
gave them the advantage  tha t we all know they  had in th e space race 
for a long time probably was a resul t of what was undoubtedly re
garded as a very bad mili tary  decision late r on, but it gave them a 
rocket which was a part icularly useful workhorse for their space 
program.

We made the decision to go ahead with two smaller rockets, the 
Atlas  and the Titan . The fact tha t we started  two ICBM’s is an ex
ample of our despera te concern for get ting  something done.

We were not confident about the Atlas,  so we continued tha t devel
opment and star ted a second missile. These were missiles with about 
250,000 pounds of  th rust which were big enough to carry  a substantial 
thermonuclear warhead.

As I recall the Russian missile had a 750,000-pound thrus t, and in
stead of carrying  a 3,000-pound payload as we planned  to do, they 
were able to carry,  we guess, something like 10,000 pounds.

But  as a  m ilita ry weapon the Soviet rocket was probably not very 
good. I t was prud ent  for  us to estimate tha t they would be able to 
deploy this on a fai rly  tig ht  product ion schedule. Our intelligence 
estimates, and I must  adm it tha t I concurred in these estimates, was 
tha t in the  late  1950’s or early 1960’s the Russians would have 50. 100, 
or 200 ba llistic missiles of the kind I have jus t described.

This is what we expected to see. We were, as a matter of fact, all 
rather  surprised that they did not appear.

It  was very clear to us that then it would be 19G1 or thereabouts 
before we would have many of our Atlases and a few of our Titans 
deployed. Tha t is where the so-called missile gap developed. It  was 
based on our estimate o f wh at the  Russians  should be able to do, jud g
ing what we knew to be their developments and what we knew our 
own schedule was go ing to be. But there  was an interesting develop
ment going on in para llel which I suspect must have changed their  
minds ; tha t was our photographic reconnaissance program.

When I talk about the  Russian reactions, I  am obviously making my 
own scenario for what  happened, based on the information I have.

Once we developed ou r own very good reconnaissance capabilities,



6

first of all with air cra ft and later  with satellites, we were very sur 
prised tha t we could not  find these large rockets deployed anywhere.

This  was a bit of a puzzle. In  fact  as far as I know, the Soviet Union 
never deployed very many of thei r first missile type. I suspect two 
things happened. They began to realize tha t the ir country was not 
immune to reconnaissance intelligence, such as the  U- 2 provided, and 
also because they probab ly had some hints of the fact  tha t we were 
developing satellite reconnaissance systems. They must have known 
from the ir own development work that this was possible.

Second, the rocket which they had buil t was obviously a very poor 
mili tary  weapon. It  was a liquid fuel rocket of enormous size which 
must have taken quite a long time to fuel and to  fire. It  was what we 
call soft. It  sat out in  the  open on a launch platform. A nuclear bomb 
going off w ithin miles of  it probably would have destroyed it.

I suspect th at the Soviet mili tary  must have recognized very ear ly 
tha t it was a bad device to depend upon and so they started  a new 
generation of missiles which they developed and deployed relatively 
quickly.

By the time we became really knowledgeable about the Soviet missile 
forces, we discovered th at  we had run  so hard  that  we were in fact 
ahead of them in numbers.

The United States  never did have to live with the nightmare tha t 
we were worried about so much; namely, a period when the Soviets 
would have a very substantial missile force that  was capable of wiping 
out our strategic Air Force,  whatever missiles we might have had, 
and our command and control system.

At  the same time that we began, or very soon afte r we began, the 
development of the Atlas  and Tit an missiles, we recognized too t hat  
they would be vulnerable to preemptive attack, not only because of 
possible reconnaissance capabilities , but because of the fact tha t we 
live in an open society where it is possible fo r people to  know exactly 
what  and where these things are.

So we start ed the development of a new generation  of missiles based 
on solid fuels. I t was almost like s tart ing over, for we had to develop 
the fue ls; we had to develop better guidance systems. Also we had  to 
develop better, lighter, nuclear weapons in order to make solid-fuel 
missiles practical. So the so-called Minuteman series came along a 
litt le later.  Then to get the security of the seas we developed the 
Polaris system, in which we put  solid-fuel rockets on submarines.

So we had this whole series of th ings coming along in parallel and 
very soon afte r we had developed the Atlas  and Tit an w*e decided 
they were obsolete and began to  replace them with Minuteman missiles.

As we were doing this  we had big debates about the numbers of 
missiles the  United  States should build and possible reactions of the 
Soviet Union. Some of us argued for levels tha t were comparable to 
what  we believed the Soviet force levels were on the grounds tha t 
whatever  we did the Soviets would eventually match.

People who argued for larg er forces won the arguments  and the 
United States deployed numbers which, for several years, enabled the 
Secretary of Defense to  say t ha t we had several times  th e number of 
missiles and several times the number of bombers that  the Soviet 
Union had.
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At some point they obviously have decided at least to equilibrate 
this. We don’t really  know what  they are doing. They may even con
tinue and go beyond their  present force size. I would hope not.

In parallel  with  all this development of offensive capabilit ies, and 
after  we had made an air defense system, we believed tha t it  would be 
pruden t to do research on ballistic missile defenses.

In 1954 we began a series of studies and experimental programs to 
see whether it  was possible in principle to make an anti-missile-defense 
system. We were all somewhat skeptical then about whether we would 
be able to actua lly intercept missiles. The  first system we studied  
used high explosives for destroying the incoming warheads.

It  was clear  that  this would not work well enough. As we got  the 
courage to switch over to nuclear warheads in the  defending system we 
were able to design systems, which, in  the absence of countermeasure 
saturat ion types of  attack, appeared able to intercept small numbers of 
warheads.

The Nike Zeus system evolved from that . I t still had a lot  of weak
nesses. In  the early  19G0’s, af ter a good deal of argument in which I 
participated, it was decided not to deploy th e Zeus system, b ut to try  
to design a better one, and we began the Nike X, which has evolved 
into the present Sentinel system, technologically a good deal better. 
There is still a g rea t controversy about whether it is good enough.

I happen to believe i t is not. ’My colleague here happens to believe 
it is marginally good.

But this is just another part  of the continuing debate, the inte resting 
thing  is tha t this  debate is ta king place in a country whose mood is 
very different tha n it was in the early defense debates which I men
tioned. We are not  frightened. Also as a nation we are more con
cerned about own acts. This is, I think, based on two things. One, 
the better information we have about the Soviet Union and, two, the 
fact tha t the mili tary  technology has matured.

I am not sure—I am not supposed to talk about the future tech
nology, but it  looks a good deal more stable to me tha n the past. When 
we began building the ballistic missile, for example we did not know 
how to make a rocket  engine or stable control system. Our  first systems 
using them used to hun t very badly. Also we were not sure of our 
nuclear weapons. And we had to use vacuum tubes in our electronics 
and they were very unreliable. Today  we have a degree of under
standing and m aturity  which makes us confident that we can do certain 
things technically.

But man is always trying to make nature do more than it can do 
and at any given time.

This is part icularly true  in defense technology and we are never 
content with what we can do well, but are always pushing beyond the  
edge of what you mig ht call prud ent technology because we have to 
assume tha t if we can see bette r things to do, the other fellow will 
too.

In some sense I believe, as I have said before, we are runn ing an 
arms race with ourselves because the Un ited States  has a much greater 
capabili ty for technological innovation th an our competitors.

The si tuation is also better because the Soviet Union is now a some
what more open society and particularly because of our reconnaissance 
capabilities. We are no longer required to imagine quite as much.
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Obviously our photographic capability does not let us foretel l the futur e, bu t we a t leas t know what  the situat ion is at  the present, somethin g we did not always know in the past.
So we can approach the future in a much more logical and dispassionate way. The debate on the ABM, although it  may seem heated, is a more reasonable one than any previous mili tary  technological debate that I  can recall.
I  would hope that as we move to the future and discuss new things, and there are certain ly going to be other  things that  we can see in both the strategic and in the tactica l field, new things to do, we will approach them calmly and with full consideration of the a lternatives . All of this, both the stability,  the security, and the more complete knowledge we have, allows us to think about the  other side of the coin, that is using both self-restraint and technology to see whether we cannot s top the arms race. See whether we can’t invent situations in  which we will have grea ter security with less expenditure  and with less potential danger in case something does go wrong.
I for one think  we should spend a g reat deal of our time and attention moving in that  direction.
Thank you.
(The prepared statement of Dr. Wiesner fo llows :)
Statement by Jerome B. Wiesner, Provost, Massachusetts Institute 

of Technology, Cambridge, Mass.
Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, my task is to give an historical prospective for the present situation in the arms race by a  review of the space developments which occurred during the 1960’s. My presentation today will respond to tha t request, but I would like to star t with a short discussion of the period from the end of World W ar II until  about 1960 to set the mood, fo r it is impossible to truly  understand the contradictory currents tha t existed in the 1960’s without  an appreciation for the military, political and psychological situation tha t prevailed during the late 1950’s. This was a most interesting period, for though t he cold war was most intense, President Eisenhower was exerting a monumental effort to try to bring it to an end and to substi tute a period of negotiation and agreement.
The 1950’s were also marked by very rapid  technological change in all aspects of st rategic w arfare . In 1950 the thermonuclear bomb was jus t becoming a possibility with the prospect of multiplying the yield per pound of nuclear explosive by a facto r of about one thousand over th at  of fission materia l. The intercontinental bomber was jus t becoming an operational reality. Navigation systems adequate for long-range operation were ju st becoming available. Air defense missiles and short range tactica l offensive missiles were beginning to be feasible, but the long-range sta rateg ic ballistic missile was  still regarded to be technologically unobtainable  or at  least so expensive and complicated tha t it had no place in a mili tary system. Finally, the digital computer was jus t beginning to emerge as an importan t element in military control systems.
Every aspect of m ilitary technology was in a rapid state of change—explosive power was multiplying, the speed and range  of strategic military engagement was increasing vastly, and electronic systems were displacing man from operational and direct  command positions. The dizzying pace of change was very disorienting both for the professional stra tegi sts and for the civilian leadersh ip in the Executive Branch  of the government and the Congress. Even the academic panel ists who studied  strategic problems and journalis ts interes ted in national security affai rs could not keep up with the  rapidly evolving situation. Rapid advances were also occurring in the military technology of the Soviet Union, and as a consequence a grea t deal of nervousness existed in the United State s about the relative positions of the military  capabili ties of the  two nations. During the 1950’s this situa tion was exacerbated by the almost complete lack of knowledge about Soviet military technology in the United States, an intelligence gap which
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led to the  conclusion—erroneously as  we la ter learned—th at the development and  
deployment of United States’ strategic weapons systems lagged tha t of those in 
the Soviet Union’s in a very dangerous manner. This intelligence gap was closed 
during the late 1950’s when the Soviet Union began to permit considerably more 
travel  within its borders  and American technical intelligence capabilities vastly 
improved. Also, continuing research and development efforts brought the new 
military technologies, rocketry, electronics, nuclear weapons, etc., to a point of 
maturity from which it was no longer possible to make drama tic changes in the 
military capabilities of the strateg ic systems from one technical generation to 
the next even though improvements in cost, reliabili ty, operational ease, etc., 
justified continued development. These two developments brought about a period 
of stab ility which began in the early 1960’s and  cont inues to this day. Obviously, 
the interesting question is whether such s tability can be preserved in the face of 
new electronic developments, space achievements and other  highly sophisticated 
new capabilities. In my judgment there  is no immediate danger of this stabi lity 
being upset though some possibilities such as a deployment of an anti-bal'.istic 
system or MIRVs might force the equilibrium level for offensive forces to a 
higher level.

(T he  bio grap hy  of D r. W ies ner fol lo ws:)

Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner

Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner, communications engineer and educator, has since 1966 
been Provost of the Massachusetts Ins titu te of Technology, where he has served 
on the faculty since 1946. From 1961 to 1964 he was Special Assistant  to the P res
ident for Science and  Technology and from 1962 to 1964 he was also Director of 
the Office of Science and Technology at  the White House.

Born in Detro it in 1915, Dr. Wiesner received his education in engineering at 
the University of Michigan. There he was awarded the degrees of B.S. in 1937, 
M.S. in 1938 and Ph.D. in Engineering in 1950.

One of Dr. Wiesner’s early positions was tha t of Chief Engineer of the Library 
of Congress during the period from 1940 to 1942.

As a member of the  staff of the radia tion labora tory at Massachuset ts Ins ti
tute of Technology, Dr. Wiesner worked during  the War on the development of 
radar . In 1945, he was sent to Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, where he worked 
on the development of electronic components of atomic devices for  the tests  at 
Bikini.

Joining the faculty of M.I.T. in 1946, Dr. Wiesner became full Professor of 
Electrical Engineering in 1950. In 1952 he assumed the directorsh ip of M.I.T.’s 
Research Laboratory of Electronics. Following his 1961-1964 service in the White 
House, Dr. Wiesner became Dean of M.I.T.’s School of Engineering in 1964, and 
Provost of M.I.T. in 1966.

Dr. Wiesner served as Staff Director in 1957 of the Gaither Committee’s s tudy 
of American milita ry posture. In 1958 he accompanied the American delegation 
to the Geneva Conference on the Prevent ion of Surprise Attack. His many con- 
sultantships and memberships in governmental agencies and in business and scien
tific organizations include membership in the Electronics Advisory Group of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, the Army’s Science Advisory Committee, and the 
National Academy of Sciences. One of his  area s of research is ant i-ballis tic mis
sile systems. His writings include the book Where Science and Politics Meet, 
published in 1964.

Mr. Zablocki. Tha nk  you, D oct or.
Dr . He rzfe ld .

STATEMENT 0E DR. CHARLES M. HERZFELD, DIRECTOR, DEFENSE
SPACE GROUP, INTERNATIONAL TELEPHONE & TELEGRAPH CO.,
NUTLEY, N.J.

Dr . H erzfeld. M r. Ch ai rm an  an d mem bers  o f t he  co mm ittee, it  i s a 
gr ea t honor an d pr iv ile ge  to ap pe ar  before  you , to  discuss th e im 
po rtan t issues ra ised  by cu rre nt  a nd  fu tu re  w eap ons systems  a nd  t heir  
im pa ct  on th e U .S.  defe nse po stu re.

27-065—69------2
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I would like to take up  roughly  where Dr. Wiesner le ft oh' and ta lk 
about some of the cu rrent  problems. I  want to make it  very clear at the  
outset that  I am appearing here as a private citizen, and th at I  am not 
representing the views of either the Department of Defense or the 
views of my present employer.

It  is perfectly  clear that any serious approach to the issues of na
tional  security is one in which arms control plays a large role.

I thin k we have all learned in the recent past that  we need to con
trol, limit, and if possible, reduce the burdens which an arms race 
would put  on the peoples of the world.

We know tha t we need to reduce the destructiveness of war if it 
should break out. At the same time we must preserve U.S. military 
strength  commensurate with the requirements l ikely to  be pu t upon it 
by U.S. foreign policy.

As far as possible, weapons systems should be designed so as to 
avoid accelerating the arms race, to avoid increasing the fears of war, 
and to reduce the likelihood of war.

Beginning in the late 1950’s and early 1960’s we learned tha t in a 
bipolar nuclear world deterrence was the key facto r of a policy de
signed to provide stability. We learned tha t offensive weapons systems 
should be able to survive a surpr ise attack by an enemy, and that the re
fore, ICBM’s should be. in hard silos, that  bombers should have the 
ability  to take off in time to avoid being h it on the ground, and tha t 
submarines with ballistic missiles should be able to h ide in the oceans 
of the world. This approach has  worked well so far.

We are now, however, moving into an era which, I am confident, 
differs from the early and middle 1960’s in several important ways. 
Fir st of all, there has been an unfo rtunate diffusion of nuclear weap
ons. Second, the Soviet Union has begun to deploy a ballistic missile 
defense, and the United  States has decided to do so also. Third, the 
Soviet Union has approached par ity with the United  States in the 
number of ICBM ’s, as has been recently pointed out by former Secre
tary  of Defense Clifford, and it is said th at it has probably more pay- 
load in these ICBM ’s than the Uni ted States . Fou rth, the United States 
has begun development of the MIRV, and will deploy this. And 
finally, fifth , and most importantly, there  seems to be a real inte rest by 
both the Soviet Union and the United States to discuss seriously a 
limita tion of armaments, as stated again the other day by President Nixon.

These and other changes affect in a significant way the national 
security problem and hence the problem of defense and of arms con
trol. I wish to address very briefly some of the current weapons system 
issues both as defense issues and as arms control issues.

Several development p rograms which are now going on and which 
will have considerable importance in the future are relatively non- 
controversial. I will mention a few of these very briefly. In this cate
gory I would put the program of the Air  Force to develop extra hard  
missile silos, the development of penetrat ion aids for strategic bomb
ers, and the  development of a new stra tegic s trike a ircraft,  the AMSA. 
Also, I  consider in this category  the effort of the Navy to  develop an 
underseas long range missile system, ULMS. All these programs have 
in common tha t they make available the means to preserve and
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streng then the credibi lity of the U.S. deterren t for a long time. The 
extent to which these new systems should be deployed depends, in 
my view, on the strategic and arms control situation at the time the 
deployment decisions need to be made.

The two programs which are more controversial are the AIIRA 
development and deployment, and the ABM deployment. I propose 
to discuss these in more detail.

Fi rs t a few comments on MIRV. I believe the decision to deploy 
MIR V was taken as a counter to the obvious growth in the Soviet 
ICBM  forces, the deployment of the Moscow ABM system, and as a 
hedge against any ABM capability of o ther Soviet defensive systems. 
It  is ocassionally said th at this  deployment is unnecessary and danger
ous. Unnecessary, because it  provides more missile warheads, than  are 
needed for deterrence, and dangerous because it is said to give the 
United States  a credible first  strike capability . I  believe tha t both 
propositions are  mistaken. Fir st, the M IRV capability  is essential for 
the assured ability  to penetrate  effectively ABM systems. Second, the 
MIR V deployment will not give the United States  a really credible 
first strike  capabi lity because it is clear that  the Soviet Union has 
enough ways to inflict serious damage on the  United States in a second 
strike to make this an extremely unattrac tive option. I n suppor t of this 
I refer  you to the estimated casualties in a nuclear war given in the 
DOD posture s tatement of Ja nuary  23,1967.

Let me now take up the issue of ABM deployment. Let me begin 
by giv ing the “ specifications” for an ABM system from an arms con
trol ler’s point of view.

Many arms controllers—most in fact—say tha t “the only good ABM 
is no ABM”. This was probab ly true  in the early 1960’s when there 
were only two large nuclear  missile powers, the  Uni ted States and the 
Soviet Union. At  tha t time a posture wi thout missile defense deployed 
by either had some advantages. But  I believe tha t this  is no longer 
correct. In  fact , I  am convinced th at the  most weighty reasons in favor  
of the deployment of an ABM of a certain  type are arms control 
reasons.

To keep the tone of the discussion neutral, I propose to  t alk  about 
two countries, A and B, w ith large missile forces and several countries, 
C. D, and so for th, with smaller missile forces. What  are some of the 
large concerns country A, say, should have? What these concerns are 
depends in large part on how one th inks a nuclear war is likely to 
break out. Most people tal k and worry about an all-out surprise  at
tack by either A or B, or t he other way a round. This  surprise attack 
is said to occur withou t any warning,  without  a crisis, without any 
hint. While this is certainly a conceivable event, this  seems a very un
likely way for m ajor war to star t. Rather , several more plausible ways 
seem to be the following: (1) An accidental o r unauthorized launch of 
a few ICBM ’s by country A, which is in terpreted as an all-out attack 
by country  B. Then country B tries to preem pt with an all-out strike 
agains t A ; or (2) in a very serious crisis between A and B, A threatens 
to attack a few ta rgets in B, to demonstrate  A ’s seriousness.

Or finally, (3) a nuclear th rea t by a th ird  country C on ei ther A or 
B. to force A or B to comply with  some desire of C.

Other  ways are quite possible to  imagine, but these are a few.
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In  addition, any posture designed to handle the above three  th reat  
situations should also have the property  that it not accelerate the arms 
race between A and B, and in par ticu lar  th at it give nei ther A nor B 
a credible first strike capability aga inst the other.

One should, therefore, advise a defense system which has the fol low
ing pro per ties :

Fir st. The defense should be good enough to take care of a few 
attacking  missiles from anywhere. This would take care of  accidental 
or unauthorized launches, and would thus  reduce the danger of an 
accidental war  very substantia lly. Both A and B would find such a 
system useful.

Second. The defense should be good enough to make incredible a ■
threat by A to  attack B in  a small way, as a “demonstration of serious
ness.” Such a defense would have the  effect of raising the stakes in 
such a situation. The  “demonstration” would either fa il o r would have 
to be a large attack. Therefore, such a defense system would act as «
a “firebreak” in an extremely serious crisis, and would give both sides 
a chance to cool off, and to  negotiate the ir way out of the  crisis. Both 
A and B would find such a defense useful.

Third. The system should be good enough to reduce the credibi lity 
of a nuclear t hre at by a  th ird  p arty C against A or B. Both A and B 
should find such a defense useful.

Four th. The system should not be good enough to stop a second 
strike  by either A or B, hence it  would not imperil mutual deterrence.
Neither A nor B should feel th reatened by such a system, and hence 
the system should not accelerate the arms race.

I submit th at a thin  area defense like Sentinel—with some relatively 
minor, but important changes—would satisfy these requirements.

To sum up, I am in favor of a thin area ballistic missile defense 
like Sentinel, with some important bu t relatively cheap improvements.
A “thick defense” buys too littl e for  the dollar—and does have the 
feature of  possibly accelerating the arm s race—while the th in defense 
does some importan t jobs in extreme emergencies.

The standard  arguments against a thin  defense system are four:
First. The system won’t work, because it has not been tested enough.
Second. The svstem can be easily countered by t hir d countries, such 

as Communist China.
Third. The system cannot be stopped from growing into a “ thick” 

system.
Four th. The system will rum  the chances of serious arms limitation 

discussion with the Soviet Union.
I believe tha t all four of these arguments are incorrect. Fi rs t of all, 

the system will have been tested very thoroughly before installation,  
and depends on the large and effective R. & D. programs of the last 
10 years or so.

In  addition, the principal uncertainties can be approx imately 
bounded or estimated.

Second, it  is not correct t ha t a well-designed thin  area defense can 
be easily countered by a third country such as Communist China.

To counter a reasonable system requires  good penetration aids, and 
such good pe netra tion aids are  not easily  or cheaply or quickly devel
oped. The U.S. B. & D. in penet ration aids and related matter of dis
crimination, has taken  many years and cost so f ar about $1 billion.
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The coun try  th at wishes  to design an d bu ild  high  confidence pe ne 
tr at io n aid s mu st have  research  r ad ar s of  sop his tic ati on  a nd  com ple x
ity  com par abl e to  th e .rad ars  of  th e defens e wh ich  th e mis sile  with  
its  pe ne tra tio n a ids  is suppose d to  pene tra te .

I f  the defe nse  ra d a r sys tem  is su fficiently s ophis tic ate d and complex, 
th en  the  pe ne tra tio n a id  res ear ch r ad ar m us t be of co mp ara ble  soph ist i
ca tio n and  comp lex ity  fo r the  effort  to  yie ld  a hi gh  confidence pene
tr at io n aid.

I t  is absurd to  sup pose th at  Co mm unist  Ch ina or  any  othe r th ir d  
co un try  ca n quick ly or  cheaply develop  a ra dar c ap ab ili ty  com parab le 
to t hat  of th e U ni ted  S ta te s in  thi s field .

On t he  o th er  h an d,  i f the pe ne tra tio n .research does no t h ave the  re 
qu ire d sophist ica tion, th en  the pe ne tra tio n aids  ca nn ot  be of  a hi gh  
confidence  qu ali ty , an d we, an d eve ryone else, would  know th is  fac t. 
Th erefo re,  such  low conf idence pe ne tra tio n aids  would  no t prov ide a 
cred ible th re at .

Thi rd , I believe th a t it  is no t rea sonably  to  say  th at such  a sys tem  
ca nn ot  be sto pped  from  grow ing  in to  a big  system,  if  it  is in  the 
na tio na l in terest to  keep th e sys tem sma ll. Four commit tees  of  Con
gress, the Se cretary of  Defense, an d the Pr es id en t have an effec tive 
veto  over ad ding  or  en la rg in g wea pons systems. Th e lis t of wea pon s 
sys tem s wh ich have been s top ped , or de layed,  or  no t en lar ged in  the l as t 
10 yea rs i s qu ite  long.

Fo ur th , and pe rhap s mo st im po rta nt , is the  im pa ct  of a Senti ne l- 
tv pe  system on ou r h op ed -fo r d iscu ssions wi th th e Sovie t Union. Th ere  
is no evidence  av ail ab le to  the publi c th a t such  deplo ym ent  would  
jeo pa rd ize these tal ks . Sovie t m ili ta ry  th ou gh t a nd  S oviet  weapon sys 
tem  imple me nta tio n ar e well kno wn t o be h ea vi ly  o rie nted  in favo r of  
defense sys tems.  T he re  seems to  be no r eas on to suppos e th at  the  Sovie ts 
would  con sider a  th in  A BM  system as an y k in d o f thr ea t.

A ft er  ha ving  said all  th is,  I  would  like to ad d th at  it  seems to  me 
th at  the deci sion  to  deplo y any ty pe  of  AB M sys tem  is no t an easy 
one, and th at  the answ er,  wh ate ver it  tu rn s ou t to  be, is no t a com
pelling , bu t me rely a per suasi ve  one. I  cann ot  sub scr ibe  to th e view 
th at  it  i s “ obv iously go od ” o r “ obv iously  b ad ” to  have A BM  deplo yed . 
Th e ans wer one comes  to  dep end s on many factors, inclu ding  one ’s 
view s about the  fu ture . I  perso na lly  am convince d th at at  th is tim e the  
deci sion  is lik ely  t o be a close one ei th er  way , an d th a t the rhetor ic  of 
“ na tio na l d oom ” is m isp lac ed on e ith er  side  of t hi s issue.

Let  m e close on a re la tiv ely less co ntr overs ial  note, the use of  A BM  
fo r the defe nse  of  IC BM  silos  only, th e so-c alled har d  po in t defe nse.  
Such  a syste m h as m an y at trac tiv e fea tur es . Th e tech nic al pro blems  in 
volv ed are,  in some ways,  eas ier  to  solve  t ha n tho se  of  othe r type s of  
AB M systems. Fu rthe rm or e,  such  a use of  ABM  ha s the pr incipa l 
effect  of  inc rea sin g th e seco nd str ike capa bi lit y of  t he  de fen ded force, 
a feature which all  agree  is des irab le. W he ther  or  no t such  an  AB M 
deplo ym ent  makes ul tim at e sense is pe rhap s do mina ted  by  th e rel ati ve  
cos t advanta ges of  th e vario us  ways of  as su ring  a second str ike 
capabi lity.

Mr . Ch air man , me mb ers  of the com mit tee,  t han k you fo r giving  me 
here the op po rtu ni ty  of  discus sing these issues with  you.

I wou ld like  to ad d th e gen era l arg um en t, Mr. Ch ai rm an , in favo r 
of  some defens ive  sys tem s ag ains t ba lli sti c missiles, which  aris es from.
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the fact  tha t it is probably preferable  on the average to have a balanced defense posture  with some effort to address every major mili tary  problem tha t one m ight  run up against rather  than  to put all one’s eggs into one conceptual basket.
At least I believe th is is probably the best posture nowadays. Mr. Chairman, thank  you.
(The biography of Dr. Herzfeld follo ws:)

Dr. Charles M. Herzfeld

Dr. Charles Maria Herzfe ld, a physicist, ha s been Technical Directo r of the Defense Space Group of the  Intern ational Telephone and  Telegraph Corporat ion v in Nutley,  New Je rsey since 1967. From  1965 th rough 1967, he was  d irec tor of the  *Advanced Research Pro jec ts Agency of th e Depar tment  of Defense. rBorn in Vienna, Austr ia in 1925, Dr. Herzfeld came to the  United Sta tes  in (1942. He became a na turalized  citizen in 1949. He holds  the  degrees of B.S. in Chemical Engineering from Catholic Un iversity in 1945 and  Ph.D. in Chemical Phys ics from the Univers ity of Chicago in 1951. wBetween 1946 and 1950, Dr. Herz feld lec tured in chemistry , general science or physics at  three univ ersi ties.  From 1951 th rough 1953, in the  U.S. Army, he was a phys icist  at  the Ba llis tic  R esearch Laboratory in Aberdeen, Mary land. He served in the Naval Rese arch  Lab oratory  in Washing ton,  D.C. from 1953 through 1956.Join ing the  faculty of the  University of Maryla nd in 1953, he held the  rank  of Professor of P hysics from  1957 through 1961.
From 1955 throug h 1961, Dr. Herz feld  was associated with  the  Natio nal Burea u of S tandards. He served with  th e H ea t and  Power Division of the  Bureau , becoming Chief of th e He at Division in 1957 an d Associa te Dire ctor  of the Bureau  in 1961.
From  1961 thro ugh 1967, Dr. Herz feld serve d in the  Advanced  Research  Proj ects Agency of the  Dep artm ent  of Defense. He was  Dire ctor  of Ballis tic Missile Defense, Deputy Director of th e Agency an d its  Dire ctor  from 1965 th rough 1967.Dr. Ile rzf eld ’s awa rds include the  M erito rious Service Medal of  the Department of Defense, presente d to him in 1967.
Dr. Herz feld  edited Temperature, It s Contro l in Science and Ind ust ry,  Volume II I,  published in 1962. He is Associa te E dit or  of  the Journa l of De fense  Research .
Mr. Zablocki. Thank you, Dr. Herzfeld , and thank you, Dr. Wies- ner. I , fo r one, am not a scientist and there fore I have received quite  a lesson today as I  expect to in the next few days.
Certainly, however, in following the news in the various media, one cannot help but come to the conclusion tha t advances in  science and in mili tary  developments certainly  have in no small way affected our foreign policy.
The basic purpose of this committee is to deal with what effects space and weapons development have had on U.S. alliances and seen- •ritv  commitments abroad in the past and what they may be in the future .
Dr. Wiesner, in  your very succinct yet  quite thorough review of the history of our milit ary development you certain ly have pointed out ♦that, obviously the lack of communications and the lack of accurate intelligence have caused our country  to undertake certain milit ary developments and actions—development of a m ilita ry posture—which could have been avoided.
T believe th at  his tory is prologue. We can learn from our past  mistakes to see how we can improve in the  future.
Lest I  go any furth er, we are under the  5-minute rule and I  will ask my question. I will ask all members to abide by the 5-minute rule and then we will come back again to pursue or develop a question.
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A question to you, Dr. Wiesner, one which certain ly affects our 
foreign policy with our neighbor to the north.  With the Dew Line 
and other defense systems against the  Soviet air  attack , the United 
States  puts its  shield not over our own terr itory but also over Canada.

The ABM program, however, would not pro tect our neighbor to the 
north,  and because of the  nuclear nonprolif eration pact we are pre
vented f rom providing them with a sim ilar system.

Is there any evidence about Canadian displeasure about protect ing 
only U.S. terr itory or can you see such a development?

Dr. Wiesner. I  am not aware of Canadian reaction one way or  the  
other to the Sentinel deployment. Maybe they ough t to be a little  
uneasy about the fact  th at  some of these nuclear warheads in the 
defensive system would go off over the ir country.

I would imagine  tha t the deployment of the Sentinel system might 
make it  possible to defend, if they wanted them defended, some of the 
more southerly Canadian cities.

They might  than k us not to defend them. But  in the air  defense 
arrangements with the Dew Line to the north , and a great deal of the  
air battle  occurring over Canada, they were in fact active partners in 
the systems.

The Canadians part icipated  in the deployment and construction of 
the Dew Line. They were par t of the NORAD, the North American 
Continental Defense System, and were in tegra ted into it.

They have shown a growing reluctance to part icipate in the str a
tegic defensive th ings in recent years. I am not at all aware of any 
discussions about Sentinel with them about, the ABM, but possibly 
Dr. Herzfeld is.

Dr. H erzfeld. No, sir ; I am not.
Mr. Zablocki. Thank you, Dr. Wiesner.
Dr. Herzfe ld, in your presentation and statement  you list the A 

and B countries, with count ry C possibilities, I am intrigued by a 
fur the r possibility where country A or  B is not necessarily threatened 
by C, but country C in the mood to cause some trouble would, indeed, 
send a nuclear bomb on country A.

There is not any real assurance or any way to trac k or be positive 
from where the bomb would come, as I unders tand the present system.

Therefore , B could very likely be blamed for C’s offensive venture.
Dr. Herzfeld. Mr. Chairm an, I believe the issue runs roughly as 

follo ws: If  the missile is an ICBM, with present and future programed 
warning systems, we would  probably be able to tell which country it 
was launched by.

Probably, not perhaps for  sure, but very probably. On the other 
hand , if a missile is a submarine-launched missile, it is probably 
impossible to tell which country  launched the missile because the 
missile simply comes out of the water.

Mr. Zablocki. Therefore, the proper ty tha t you would expect would 
be most desirable, or  desirable among others, -would be the third, tha t 
the system should be good enough to reduce the credibi lity of  a nuclear 
thr eat  of thi rd par ty, and also to allow you to be sure whether A or B 
or C has indeed started the  offensive.

Dr. Wiesner, I  see you are shaking your head.
Dr. Wiesner. I  am agreeing. I don’t  th ink  under all circumstances 

you would be able to tell who would do this.
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This  is what is called a  mischievous attack in the profession.
I  thin k it is very unlikely, too.
Mr. Zablocki. Wou ldn’t it be advantageous for China—and it will 

someday have the capab ility of a nuclear submarine attack—to enter 
into such a mischievous attack ?

Dr. W iesner. They could cer tainly attack Russia. I  don’t think that , 
as Dr. Herzfeld says, there will be at least some capability of knowing 
where an attack came from, so that they would have to a t least calculate 
wha t would be the consequences of really our knowing this.

I f  they made tha t calculation, I  th ink they would be forced to think 
at least 10 times  before they did it. We have the capabi lity of tho r
oughly destroying China at  will. Though I don’t suppose we would do 
that  if they jus t dropped one nuclear bomb on us.

I can’t talk about another country, although other  countries, of 
course, do not have a nuclear capabi lity except Brita in and France. I 
guess we would not assume tha t they are  likely to do this kind of thing.

But even another country, in  a different par t of the  world, could not 
be certain tha t we would not have good enough inform ation to know 
wha t they had done.

We might ourselves have to admit to ourselves tha t we were not 
absolutely sure we would always know, bu t the odds would be that we 
would have some information that  would guide us.

Dr. Herzfeld. If  I  may add a comment to this, Mr. Chairman, I 
thin k th is is exactly  one of the weighty arguments in favor of the thin 
defense tha t is properly designed. If  one does get attacked  by an un
known threat  of this  sort, provided tha t threat  is reasonably small, 
then the nationa l command authority  can take a position t ha t no im
mediate response is necessary, that the attack can be absorbed, and 
since you don’t know who you are at war with you can wait and try  
and find out.

Dr. Wiesner. This depends on what you mean by a small attack. I 
think i t is the position of many people who have looked at th is system 
that, you could not be at all certa in tha t it would respond adequately 
and fast enough in a period of tr anquill ity to a single weapon coming 
in. or  even two or three. The command and control structure is tha t ill 
defined, I believe, there do have to be precautions on o ur side, too.

In  the defensive system we are deal ing with very large nuclear weap
ons. In  principle , at least, they have to  be under control of the  P res i
dent. As you already indicated, what  is one man’s defensive weapon 
could be another man’s offensive weapon.

The Spartan  is a long-range rocket and as indicated, it can go to 
Canada from manv of the sites in which it will be installed.

It  has large nuclear weapons on it. So the  thing will be—will have 
to have some res traint s imposed on it. Whether  we can design a rapid 
enough responsive system so that  it has the capability of unambigu
ously detecting and iden tify ing one, two, or three attacking objects 
coming in  from the sea, let us say, g iving a total warn ing time of a 
couple of minutes, and firing defensive shots, is, I  th ink,  a very g reat 
question.

Mr. Zablocki. I have fur the r questions on intelligence and recon
naissance, but mv 5 minutes are up.
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Mr. Thomson.
Mr. Thomson. Mr. Wiesner, in your prepared  statement, you say 

tha t a period of stab ility  began in the  early 1960’s which continues 
to this time. . . . .

Then you say there  is no immediate danger of this stability  being 
upset, though such a deployment of an anti-ballistic-missile system or 
MIRV’s might force the  equilibrium level for defensive forces to a 
higher level.

Would you e laborate first on the  antib allist ic system as forcing an 
equilibrium level highe r?

Dr. Wiesner. I f  I am talk ing about stab ility  between the United 
States.

I am ta lking about stability between the United States  and the So
viet Union. Suppose we each made the decision to  buy an antiballi stic 
system, the type  some people in both countries  are advocating, capable 
of providing some defense agains t the other  country’s nuclear force.

Mr. Thomson. You are  talking about a thick system.
Dr. Wiesner. Yes.
Mr. Thomson. Let ’s limit them to a thin  system.
Dr. Wiesner. I did not say that. You asked me to talk  to my state

ment. Let me ta lk to the statement  and then I will come back.
The thick system was what I had in mind though  I can ta lk about 

the impact of the thin system as well. B ut what  would happen I am 
certain, in case of a thick system is tha t both of us would overestimate 
the capabil ity o f such a system and take various measures, either buy
ing more missiles or buying multip le reent ry warheads, or buying  a 
maneuvering reentry vehicle or doing something which would make 
it possible for us to say unequivocably th at  we can cope with tha t de
fense system.

So you would have a new level of  offense. I think h istory has indi
cated, and I believe it  would be the case again, that  the fellow who has 
to design the offense will overestimate the capabil ity of the  defensive 
system and, therefore, he will overbuy.

When he has overbought enough to be sure that he can penetrate  the 
defense, he will stop buying and the  defense will quit building  and we 
will be up to a new level of cost and offensive and defensive 
deployment.

In the very unlikely event that a war would occur, the  total  destruc
tion on both sides would undoubtedly be grea ter than  i t was when we 
started the cycle.

Tha t is what  I was referring to. In  the case of a thin  system this 
wouldn’t happen i f it could be kept thin  bu t I  don’t  believe it could be 
held to a thin  system. T ha t is a real question mark in my opinion.

Even the Sentinel mig ht do something because many of its compo
nents are not distinguishab le from par ts of the thick system. Among 
them the PA R and MSR radars.

Of course, this was one of the worst aspects about the modified de
ployments th at the A rmy was carrying out. It  was locating the Spr int  
missiles around cities.

This indeed is the  beginning o f a th ick system. A prudent opponent 
has to assume th at we were deploying a thick system because he can’t 
read our mind.
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lie may, in fact, anticipate  our  decision, jus t as the  United States is 
anticipating Soviet deployment of defenses, and buy more offense long 
before it is needed.

So even the possibility of a reasonable looking deployment can 
stimulate an offensive reaction.

The Soviet Union may have al ready begun to react to our  plans  for  
all tha t we know.

So even a th in system could provoke some response, although this is 
a matte r of judgment. I am not asse rting that i t will happen.

History will show that it will, I  suspect.
Mr. Thomson. If  it could be limited to a thin  system, do you think 

tha t would provoke this equilibrium level to increase ?
Dr. Wiesner. Mv judgment is t ha t it will provoke some increase, 

but not to the extent th at a thick system would.
Mr. T homson. Let’s go on to the  MIRV’s that you mentioned in the 

same statement. W hat about tha t factor as an escalation or an increase 
in the  equi librium level ?

Dr. Wiesner. To the extent tha t something like the MIRV is done 
by the United States  or the Soviet Union, makes each of us believe that 
our strategic  force is in danger it may stimulate a reaction. A M IRV 
really is in one sense equivalent to buying  more missiles but not quite 
because, as we move from a single warhead  on a given carr ier missile, 
to multiple  warheads, we get more independent weapons but  we also 
go to lower yield warheads so th at  the ir effectiveness is not quite as 
great for a counter force weapon.

Nonetheless, the employment by the United  States of M IRV weap
ons on our missiles must cause the Sovie t Union to be concerned enough 
to at least reexamine their posture and ask whether they have enough 
missiles to survive a U.S. attack.

If  they conclude that they don’t, the ir response will somehow add 
to thei r force or protect it. So a natu ral response, I suspect would be 
to match an MIR V deployment in one way or another.

One may match it not because of a real milit ary need, but just  for 
rhetorical reasons. I  suspect, although I couldn’t prove i t, tha t one of 
the reasons tha t the Soviet Union has sought to equalize forces had 
nothing to do with the strategic  calculations but the political posture 
which they have been in and which the United  States  has been able 
to exploit for a number of years by claiming tha t we “outgunned” the 
Soviet Union loudly and in a way th at  must have been embarrass ing 
to their  political leaders at home and abroad.

Mr. T homson. W ould you say t ha t establishing  the M IRV ’s is more 
likely to  escalate or raise the equilibrium level than  a th in system, if 
kept thin?

Dr. Wiesner. It  depends entirely , as I said earlier, on the nature 
of the thin  system deployment. If  it is one th at is clearly an area de
fense system, I suspect the impact on Soviet deployment will be modest.

I think the deployment of MIRV is certain to bring  a response, 
if, on the other hand, the thin  system looks as though it is easily ex
pansible into a thick  system, I suspect th at  you would see a reaction.

But. I don’t want to make this point strongly. I just  don’t know. I 
think the experience we have had is th at  these things tend to escalate, 
not any one year  but through time. You see. I  don’t  believe tha t the
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thin  system is adequate  as proposed, to give the kind of protection  
advocates claim it will give agains t the—against China, at least after 
China has a few missiles.

Therefore, I think we will be under considerable pressure to make 
it  look a lot more like the thick  system even to protect us against China.

It  is then that I  think the ambiguities will begin.
Mr. Thomson. The Russians have already deployed an ABM sys

tem around some of thei r cities. Did tha t cause any offensive escalation 
on the part  of this coun try ?

Dr. W iesner. I  believe so. I believe the MIRV ’s tha t we are p utt ing  
in is our response. It  is a massive overreaction to tha t par ticu lar system.

Mr. Thomson. Why  is it  th at there  is so l ittle  outcry against an es
calation of the offensive type weapon but there is a massive disturbance 
about the instal lation  of the so-called defensive system.

Dr. Wiesner. I don’t know. Some of us who are try ing  to  use our 
influence to limit the arms race, of course, have been ta lking about— 
talking out against both of these actions and t ryi ng  to suggest that we 
be moderate.

I think the major outcry agains t the ABM in th is recent round has 
come because of the public consciousness of it.

I think  the offensive systems are much less abstrusive. People are 
not conscious of them. They can be put  in quietly. But an ABM is 
different. I t does not do a lo t of good to defend ha lf of  our population, 
so an ABM has to be a massive thing . On the other hand , an offensive 
system can be pu t in a l ittle  a t a time and  what is more, does not show 
up as an enormous budget item.

It is not anything tha t the U.S. popula tion has to think  about in 
terms of what the impact is for them, though the long-term impact 
could be verv serious.

An offensive system is not  put in the ir backyard, i t is not something 
that  they are conscious of and therefore, not subject to the same k ind 
of debate, I  agree w ith the implication of your question.

It is just as serious a move from the point of view of where the world 
is going and one which ought  to be debated jus t as much.

Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Fountain.
Mr. F ountain. You gave a very succinct statement in your remarks, 

Mr. Chairman, about o ur two d istinguished witnesses this  morning.
I wonder if you might include in the record a biographical state

ment from each of them. Those who read the record will have then a 
factual outline of the tra ining and experience of the two witnesses 
before us today.

Mr. Zablocki. I have a limited biograph ical sketch.
If  the witness will supply  a fur ther statement it will be made a p art  

of the record. (See pp. 9 ,14.)
Mr. Fountain. Mr. Chairman. Sometimes we go along and use 

terms, or hear the m: presuming that  everyone knows what is being 
discussed and failing to ask questions because of fear it might show 
our ignorance.

Noting in the audience today a number of young people, any one of 
whom might some day be one of the par ticip ants  in the pushing of a 
button  tha t might destroy much of mankind and the world, for the 
record, will you please explain the MIR V and thin anti-ball istic- 
missile systems and tell us how each operates.
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Dr. Herzfeld. Ju st let me sta rt with the MIRV, Mr. Fountain. The idea here is rela tively simple. You pack several warheads on something tha t is occasionally laughingly  called a bus, and th is bus sits on top of the  rocket.
When the whole th ing gets launched, the bus pushes the different warheads in the right direction. That is really all there is to it. As Dr. Wiesner pointed out, these warheads are generally smaller, lighter, and with a lesser yield than  th e one warhead th at  you replaced.
The programed force th at  is now authorized contemplates introduction of a number of warheads on Minuteman—though not only on all of them—only some Minuteman II  are to be replaced with Minuteman II I,  which is the MIRV type, and the replacement of a fraction of th e Polaris force with the  Poseidon missile which car ries a number of these MIRV warheads.
Th at is the basic point  on th at  system.
The thin  defense—well, th at  depends a li ttle bit on whose th in defense you are talking about.
Mr. F ountain. The one we are now talk ing and debating about in the Congress and through out the country.
Dr. Herzfeld. Let me address what I  understand to be the proposal before the country. This thin  defense is an area defense. It  is now intended to defend all pa rts  of the continental United States, perhaps also Alaska and Hawaii. I think Alaska and H awaii are options that are not essential to th e basic notion of the defensive system. The system defends all of  the continental United States thin ly in the sense tha t a large missile at tack would certain ly overwhelm the defense.No one pretends otherwise. I t defends tlie continental United Sta tes more or less uniformly  but  with some concentration of defensive capabi lity in the eastern ha lf because that is where more of the popula tion lives.
It  is, in general, a good idea in a defensive system to ta ilor  the distribution of the defense so tha t the attacker has to pay, shall I 9ay, the same price per people attacked or the  same price per factory square foot area destroyed, so you want to make the defense relatively thicker where there is more to defend.
The components of the Sentinel defense are the following: There is a pe rimeter acquisition rada r called the PAR  and the notion is to have a number of these, approximately 10. on the periphe ry o f the country. The function  of these rada rs would be to detect any missile th reat that comes against the United  States .
Then there is a component  called the missile site radar. The function of these radars is to track  the missile that is coming in and to track the interceptor tha t is going out to meet them.
These missile site ra dar s would be deployed wherever there are missiles and more or less un iform ly across the country, because you want to defend  the whole country.
The present plans call for  the order of 20 of these. Some of these have more than one face. You can adiust  that . You can give them one face, two, three, or four, depending upon how much around-the-clock coverage you wish.
The next component is the so-called Spartan  missile which is a large intercept  missile. I t is a development of th e old Nike Zeus missile. It
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is bigger, better, more expensive, and it carries a large warhead to in
tercept incoming threats  fa r away.

Exactly how far away I  believe we cannot discuss in an open session.
Fourth is the Sp rin t missile, which is a short-range interceptor 

whose function is primarily  to defend the radars, part icularly the 
PA R’s, the perimeter acquisition rada rs.

If  you did not defend  them with a special, close-in defense, the sys
tem would be vulnerable  to a special attack again st those radars, and 
as soon as they have been knocked out, the system would be gone, it 
would be off the air.

Fina lly, as Dr. Wiesner mentioned, there is the complicated com
puter , command control and analysis, guts  of the thing that  really 
makes it play.

These are the five components.
Mr. Fountain. Bu t human beings have to operate  it. Is it  com

puterized ?
Dr. W iesner. I t is computerized.
Mr. F ountain. Bu t human decisions and judgments do enter  the 

picture at some po in t; don’t they ?
Dr. H erzfeld. As I  unders tand the system, Mr. Foun tain,  the  main 

point at which this  enters then is the decision to  launch or not.
Dr. W iesner. Or a decision tha t an at tack  has occurred.
Dr. Herzfeld. In  fact whether to launch or not, someone has to 

look at the evidence th at comes in to see whether this  is a th rea t or  not 
and  evaluate whether  the threat  is real, and if  it is rea l, to launch.

Mr. Fountain. Dr. Herzfeld, these are purely defensive systems. 
They are not designed to kill a single hum an; are they ?

Dr. H erzfeld. Th at is right.
Mr. Fountain. They are designed to protect America ?
Dr. H erzfeld. Yes.
Mr. F ountain. I  guess my time is up, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Broomfield.
Mr. Broomfield. I will yield to Mr. Findley.
Mr. F indley. I  have two princ ipal questions. One deals with  the 

character and size of  the politica l position that ABM is obviously in 
the position of acquir ing in this country,  and the other  relates to the 
relationship of the nonproli feration tre aty  and the ABM system.

Last year I did my best in this committee and on the House floor 
to make sure tha t a reservation was made—was placed in the treaty.

I did i t by means of the arms control authorization.  I t would perm it 
our country prov iding an ABM system to o ther countries should they 
desire. Dr. Herzfeld made quite a po int of the importance of ABM as 
a defense ag ains t the accidental a ttack.

If  thi s has any valid ity for  the  Uni ted States , i t surely would have 
grea ter validity  for a country  tha t does not possess any dete rren t 
nuclear weapons a t all.

I can’t see how we can proper ly proh ibit the  distr ibution o f success
ful ABM systems to other  countries  that  might desire to buy these 
systems.

Yet th at is the effect of the  nuclear nonproli ferat ion trea ty.
Dr. H erzfeld. May I answer th at  ?
It  seems to me th at tha t is rea lly not as serious an issue as i t might  

at first appear.  Fi rs t of al l, o ther thi rd countries are no t likely to feel
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as threa tened  by missiles, they may feel threatened more in other 
ways.

Mr. F indley. Like Germany, for  example?
Dr. H erzfeld. May I go on ?
That is not the example I had in mind.
Mr. F indley. India?
Dr. H erzfeld. India  need not feel threatened by missiles.
Dr. W iesner. But it does.
Dr. H erzfeld. Second, the  likelihood of such countries being able 

to afford such a defense is extremely small.
Mr. F indley. Presumably we would have the capacity to bu ild this 

and sell i t to th e countries th at felt  that need for defensive protection ?
Dr. Herzfeld. I  don’t  th ink they would be able to afford th at. The 

thi rd issue I  see is th at once you get a defensive system into an area 
tha t is close to the Soviet Union, I think then it makes this difficult 
for the Soviets to distinguish a defensive f rom an offensive missile.

Mr. F ountain  raised a very important point in my mind. An ABM 
system in the  Un ited States is not threa tening anyone because we can
not shoot at anyone with it.

Mr. F indley. I s an ABM system in Germany a threat to anyone?
Dr. H erzfeld. Yes.
Mr. F indley. How ?
Dr. Herzfeld. Because you could launch an ABM missile like a 

Spartan  and make i t impact on the  ground if you wished. I t makes a 
not-too-bad medium-range missile.

Mr. F indley. Would an ABM missile system in Bri tain  be a threa t 
to anyone?

Dr. H erzfeld. It  could be so construed.
Mr. F indley. And France?
Dr. H erzfeld. I t could be so construed.
Mr. F indley. So we are the only ones in the happy  position of being 

able to possess an ABM system without it being a threat  to anyone 
else?

Dr. H erzfeld. I  think  this is true. I believe a Soviet system, if  fully 
deployed, could use its long-range defensive missiles agains t Western 
Europe,

This is one of the facts of the case.
Mr. F indley. And against  China?
Dr. Herzfeld. Yes. My own conviction is t ha t I think it would be 

a mistake to modify the nonprolife ration treaty  on tha t account, I 
think i t is one of the costs one would have to take into  account.

Mr. F indley. Dr. Wiesner, sir?
Dr. Wiesner. I think I agree. Fi rs t of all, i f they are going to use 

their  own money, they would not buy it , in my opinion, if they looked 
at them dispassionately.

If  they thought we would give it  to them, there might be a different 
view. The issue that you raise is a ve ry important one, not because I  
thin k anybody will want th is type  of defense, but for a very different 
reason.

I thin k that, many o f the  people who are  re luctant to sign the non
proli ferat ion treaty , like Germany and Ind ia—and I thin k they 
have very different reasons—are still saying the real problem in the
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there, too.

“You are asking us who have not done these things to t ie our hands  
while you people are going ahead racing.” The ABM also is par t of  the 
arms race, if  you view i t as deployment by the  United States  and the 
U.S.S.R. These t hings become very serious political  problems with in 
those countries.

India, I  think, has reason to worry about being threatened by nuclear 
weapons, from China. China is not too fa r away. India does not have 
a retalia tory  force. I t is a political issue in India.

Ind ia cannot afford to build a nuclear strike force. Yet for the 
Indian Government to sign away the rig ht to do this with China as 
a neighbor is a serious political consideration.

If  the opposition, and the re is always opposition in every democratic 
country, whether it is—whether the opposition makes sense o r not, 
seizes the issue, they can say, “You are signing away the right to defend 
yoursel f against the Chinese nuclear thre at, while the Soviet Union 
and the U nited  S tates go on doing anyth ing they darn  please.”

I think this question is more impo rtant tha n the question of whe ther 
or not they would have an ABM.

Mr. F indley. You say other  countries probably  would not want  to 
buy the system because it  would not be w orth the money. I presume 
the same factors that would lead them to tha t decision should also 
lead us to the decision not  to buy it, too. I s t ha t correct ?

Dr. Wiesner. I would not say that.  I think it is an easier decision 
for somebody closer to the points  of attack , because the system gets 
less good quickly as the range of attack gets shorter.

Tha t is why I thin k tha t the Sentinel system will have much more 
trouble contending with offshore attacks from submarines, for exam
ple, for which it is not designed.

Mr. F indley. Mr. Chairman, these gentlemen are here as scientists, 
and n aturally , here to speak to th e scientific aspects. But they a re also 
in the unique position, I  think, to describe the scope of the constituency 
that has already developed behind the super weapons projects  and is 
likely to develop in the future.

I would be glad  if they would give us some kind of rough brush 
strokes indica ting how big and how powerful this constituency is, and 
how it m ight influence decisions of Congress in futu re years if  we take 
the init ial step on the thin system.

Dr. Wiesner. This is a har d question to answer because I don’t 
subscribe to the devil theory of political forces. Though I recall tha t 
when I was working for Pres iden t Kennedy and we were having to 
make the Nike Zeus decision, which I thin k everybody now says was 
the correct decision, he was under tremendous pressure from a lot of 
people.

The mili tary  should be puttin g pressure on the executive branch of 
the Government. This is the ir job and I  don’t thin k we should con
demn them for  tha t.

We hire them to  defend us. I  thin k tha t wi thin proper lim its a nd in 
dealing with the Congress and the executive branch  of the Government, 
the military should be advocates.

It  was the pressures tha t came from indus trial  firms and from some
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members of the Armed Services Committees tha t he resented, and I 
think he should have.

There was a major campaign at tha t time which does not seem to 
exist today  to get popular supp ort for that ABM. Of course I am not 
in a position to see them so I  don't know wha t is going on in the case 
of the  Sentinel ABM.

I am not aware of the same k ind of strong  forces for deployment.
There is a lot of argument for deployment, but I think it  is of a differ
ent kind. The President was being pressed by representatives of in
dustry . Some companies placed advertisements in the popular press 
and magazines. Some of them even went so f ar  as to pick out areas of 
the country where there would be defense jobs for  thei r regional *
advertising.

If  there is that going on now I have not  seen it. On th e other hand 
the fact  of the matter is that  10 percent of our GNP  now is in this 
aspect of our economy. So even unconsciously this  obviously generates 
a constituency.

So in  the most benign sense we have bought ourselves a m ajor con
stituency. There is anoth er important aspect to this. I think tha t as 
people become part  of a bureaucracy and are given a job to do, they 
get caught up in the sp irit  of gett ing it  done.

I know when I  was involved in the creation of the defense technol
ogy, and I was fo r a grea t many years, I was not in a position to have a 
balanced perspective.

I can remember put ting pressures, myself, on Pres iden t Eisenhower 
to do things  which in retrospect I am a little ashamed th at I brough t 
to bear, because as I got to see how fuzzy the in telligence assessments 
tha t I was being fed were, and got to see the problem he was wrest ling 
with as a global problem, I  became more and more conscious of the 
fact that  he was much closer to ri ght  than  those of us who were work
ing on a narrow pa rt of th e problem, who fe lt th at our piece of it was 
the only thing  tha t mattered.

Fo r example, one cannot t alk  about defending the Minuteman mis
siles without looking at all o f the strateg ic forces.

I thin k tha t it is technically feasible to defend Minutemen, but if 
somebody asks “Do you have to protect  Minutemen,” you have to ask 
against what threa t? And I thin k you can show th at  the Soviet Union 
does no t have and will not have a force capable of destroying all of 
the Minutemen, the Pola ris, SAC, the European and naval fighter 4
bombers; we are protected in so many ways t ha t i t is an absurd thing 
to spend $10 billion for thi s inadequate defense.

On the  other hand, i f you are the man who has the responsibility for 
the Minuteman, you migh t want to protect it. I t is a question of getting  r
caught up with in the goals of the bureaucracy ; not being able to see 
the other  side of the argument or the bigger picture,  and in a sense, 
then it becomes kind of a game. Not in the fun sense but in the 
competitive sense.

I believe tha t there is more to the problem than  th at  there are  a lot 
of merchants of death out to sell weapons.

Air. Zablocki. Dr. Herzfeld.
Dr. H erzfeld. Nowadays,  all the ads in the popular  press, I  think 

are on the other side of this  particular issue.
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I think Dr. Wiesner  has described it  very well.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Fraser.
Mr. F ountain. Before you do tha t, may I  ask one question ?
Senator  Syming ton, for whom I have a very high  regard,  was quoted 

in the press the  other day to  the  effect tha t the th in ABM system will 
ultimately cost $400 billion.

Dr. W iesner. I t m ight. Though  I  think people have not reported al l 
of what he said, because they always take the most st artling things.

Senator Symington was tryin g to give a range  of possible costs, and 
he was t ryi ng  to make an estimate of w hat a major system could cost 
if we in fact went th at  far.

* He said that if  you take the  cost estimates of the  present advocates 
of a large system who say it  might cost $50 or $60 billion and you look 
at the studies of the  way costs have escalated on mili tary  systems— 
the Brookings  s tudy  shows, depending on the  systenq that  costs have

V grown by 200 percent to 7,500 percent—Senator Symington says if it
is 200 pe rcent then this  means i t will cost the $100 million.

It  is a pre tty complicated system so it will probably be in  the  upper  
part of the range. If  you took the facto r of seven, it gets close to $400 
billion.

He was try ing  to  give you a range of possible costs, with  the  im pli
cation t ha t because of its complexity  i t is more l ikely to move towards  
the uppe r end, if  you are willing to spend tha t much money, than the 
lower end.

I think what is more likely to happen  is th at you would give u p in 
disgust aft er awhile, before you ever got a complete system, jus t as 
we have on the  ai r defense system.

Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Fraser .
Mr. F raser. Tha nk you, Mr. Chairman.  I  would like to  address th is 

question to both of the gentlemen. In  the Senate debate la st year, one 
of the th ings  that  concerned me the most were the statements th at  were 
made by Sen ator Jackson among others , who indicated that the jus tifi
cation of the Chinese th rea t for a thin system was not the true basis for 
moving ahead with the ABM system.

I have a high respect for Senator Jackson and also his  knowledge 
about mili tary  matters and some of the thinking  that is going on in 
the Pentagon. I t  seemed to me th at what lay a t the hear t of the Senate 
debate last  year was the question really whether we should begin on

* the long road of a massive or thick ABM system.
In pa rt I think  it is th is general posture th at has fueled the public 

debate. Ha d the administra tion opened its argument for  the ABM 
by saying  a t the outset  that all we are going to do is deploy a th in sys-

5 tern to give us some protection against the accidental or unauthorized
launches, there would not have been nearly the debate tha t has de
veloped.

One still has no confidence about the long term, despite the  pro
fessions made by the executive branch. This  is where I come out. I 
have come out strongly against the ABM because I have seen in its 
origins the work of those who advocated the general deployment o f an 
ABM as a major increment to our strategic nuclear posture.

This is more of  a statement th an a question, but  I  would like to have 
the gentlemen’s comments on that  statement, i f I  may.
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Dr. W iesner. I  agree wi th you. It  is my considered judgment, and 
this  is a judgm ent about people’s purposes, and probably not a proper 
thin g to  do, but I  have been close enough to the debates so that I have 
watched some of the  thin gs evolve, I believe th at a great many of the 
proponents of this system, the Sentinel system, would not be proponents 
if  they thought i t was going to be forever limited to a th in system.

They might feel tha t it is be tter  than  nothing, but I thin k a great 
many of them believe you really need a thick system and tha t th is is 
the beginning of it.

You evidently  would buy the system for the  protection it would give 
if  it  could be held to a thin  system. My own judgment is tha t th at is a 
waste of money, too, in that  there are much better uses for the re
sources we have, even in the m ilita ry, than this par ticu lar thing.

Dr. H erzfeld. I would l ike to add a comment to this, if I may. I 
really cannot say what people want to do. It  is kind of hard to look into 
people’s heads. But you can look at what they say and do.

I  would like to add to  the picture by giving a lit tle b it of the  back
ground,  which I think is not known publicly, and there  is no reason 
why it should not be, of some of the earlie r discussions about thin  
defenses, in general.

When the issue first came up, I believe, I was with the Advanced 
Research Projec ts Agency working for Mr. McNamara, and I was 
responsible for  the ABM research.

We had a s tudy contract with  the  R and Corp, to thin k about stra
tegic uses of ABM, about what is it all for. I t was a ra the r inte resting 
study  contract. One of the things that came up in it, and  this was 1962, 
was the  following kind of argu me nt: Already a t that time i t was clear 
to a number of us th at a really thick  defense against a really big a ttack 
was a pretty “iffy” thing, if  at all possible.

It  was in the post-Nike Zeus days. Zeus was dead and we were hired 
out to look ahead, so we did . One of the things that  came out of the 
study  was the possibility  of looking at other kinds of problems, at 
lesser threats, which such a system, though differently  configured, 
would be able to handle.

I t was somewhat of a solution in search of a problem, if you will, 
at th at  stage of the game.

We treated it that way. I mentioned the study rather  casually to 
Mr. McNamara once when I was briefing him on what  we were doing.

About  a year later  he ordered  us to  study in an intensive way the 
possibili ty of a thin  defense against less than all-out attacks. This was 
1963. We set four  very sharp study groups going on th at problem in 
paral lel, to make sure we got a wide range of views.

All four  came up with  varyin g answers but all agreed th at it  prob
ably made more sense to  look in detail at a system that  was designed 
for  less than  all-out bat tle and tha t there was a fa ir chance th at one 
might be able to solve this  problem.

We went to the Secre tary with tha t study, and for a number of 
years nothing much happened . I would like to mention, though, one 
factor, and that is t ha t a number of the professional uniformed people 
in the Pentagon were very unhapp y that we were doing these studies.

They said, “W hat are you trying to  do—undermine Nixe X ”? as i t 
was called then. We said, “No, not at all. We are try ing  to understand 
all the thin gs it is good for.”
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But what did come out of all these studies, I believe, was a much 
clearer insight tha t, indeed, there are some significant warlike or just  
prewarl ike or crisis situations where it would be useful to have such 
a system, and tha t the problem could be solved.

I th ink i t would be wrong for me to claim any kind of credit for  what 
we are discussing today, in any clear-cut way, but this was part o f the  
picture, of  the development of the ba llistic missile defense in this coun
try. The thin  defense is not an idea t ha t suddenly sprang from some
body’s head. This is a problem which has been looked at with some care 
for something l ike 5 years before the deployment decision was made.

Mr. Fraser. Bu t you understand tha t in the context in which the 
v  decision appeared to be made, it appeared—and I am still not dis

suaded despite the good research tha t undoubtedly w’ent on—that the 
initia l decision was a compromise, not  a  decision based on a careful  
analysis of what  it  really was good for, but it was a compromise be-

V  tween those who were pushing for them—pushing hard for it, and those
who were opposed to it.

Dr. Herzfeld. I  am sorry,  Air. Fraser, I have to disagree again on 
this.

Mr. F raser. Let me give you a little of my own thinking . I  heard 
Secretary  McNamara in a closed briefing go th rough the whole ABM 
posture not many months before he turne d around and gave the San 
Francisco speech.

He gave no mention then of the potent ialities  of or  usefulness of a 
thin  system.

Dr. Wiesner. May I say something. I think you are both  righ t. 
Mr. Herzfe ld is r igh t when he says very thorough studies  were made of 
the capab ility of the system.

I  think  they came out optimistically because they assumed the system 
would work as it  was designed to and I would be willing to bet  $1,000, 
which is a  lo t of money fo r me, th at it won't on the day i t is supposed 
to be delivered or even 3 years later.

But  tha t is a quite separate issue. I t was studied in great detail. I 
thin k the political decision was probab ly taken very hasti ly. But I 
don’t think tha t has anyth ing to do with it.

The technical basis for  the  decision was very, very thoroug hly stud 
ied, but I don’t think it was taken seriously by anybody unt il they 
suddenly decided they had to have something as a way of getting

4 started .
This  was my judgment  at the time.
Mr. F raser. This is why I don’t support the thin  system because 

I am stil l not dissuaded tha t the  thic k system is where we are headed.
Mr. Wiesner. There are  be tter reasons for not s upporting the thin 

system.
Mr. Fraser. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Bingham.
Mr. Bingham. Though not a member of the subcommittee, I ap

preciate  the oppo rtunity of a sking two or three questions.
Dr. Herzfeld,  in connection w ith your argument about the  useful 

ness of a th in system as against  a threatened attack or  an attack from 
a thir d nation , C and /or  D, aren’t there other  methods of delivery of 
thermonuclear weapons tha t would not be or could not be dealt with 
by such a system ?
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For example, smuggling a freighter into New York harbor, or a 
low-level missile, a subsonic missile, such as the Egyp tian s used against 
the Is raeli ships ?

Aren ’t there methods th at could not be deal t with then ?
Dr. H erzfeld. I  thin k this is quite right.  No system ought to be made 

to do all jobs. I thin k the problems th at you mentioned are separate  
problems, some of which, I  think, are re lative ly easily handled, others 
with much more difficulty.

I think it is f air  to say, though, that  the re is great pressure on all 
countries who want to take the step at all to become “members of the 
club” by having missiles.

Tha t is sort of what it  takes nowadays, I guess, to be a self-respecting *
grea t power. Everyone seems to be tak ing th at road, whether it makes 
real sense or not.

Mr. Bingham. On the next question, I would like an answer from 
both of you. Would you comment on the problem of fallo ut in te rms y
of the use of the Sprin t missile, p articularly  in the vicinity of popu
lated areas, and also the fire haza rd ?

Dr. Wiesner. The  fallou t f rom the Sp rin t missile, itse lf, I thin k is 
no hazard. I  think this  is wh at the A rmy has said. My best judgment 
is they are righ t. The fallout haza rd would come in two different 
ways.

One, if we were—well, the S pri nt missile is a k ind of  anomaly. The 
present defense system does not depend on Sprint missiles.

It  depends on the S par tan doing interceptions in outer atmosphere.
They don’t have enough confidence in the system to defend itself, 
so they are putt ing  in Sp rint missiles to defend the  high-power radars.
This ought to be reflected upon a li ttle bit.

The Spr ints are only in there to defend the rad ar associated with 
the system. B ut if you consider the next stage, let’s assume we were 
to deploy the Sentinel and t ha t in 3 or 4 years our intelligence was to 
tell us tha t the Chinese had  b uil t 200 ba llistic missiles and that  they 
had enough decoys to confuse the Spar tan  system.

Dr. Herzfeld and I migh t argue on whether this can be done, in 
4 years, but  we would agree it could be done in 10.

In some period of years the  Chinese system could if  they wanted to 
clearly overpower the Sentinel system.

I th ink  they could do it  soon. He thinks it will take longer. We could 
say we have made th is big investment and we could buy a li ttle  more •
time by put ting Sprint s around our cities.

We would do atmosphere  sorting, the easy kind of decoys to simulate 
missiles are ligh t balloons th at  go along in outer space nicely, but 
they get slowed up as soon as they come to a li ttle air, and the radar r>
can see the  differentials in velocities and see tha t the decoys are not 
going as fast  as the warheads.

Then it is too late to fire th e slow, long-range Spa rtan  missile and 
the Sprin ts are used to try to get up to the intercept po int quickly.

An attacker still has two choices at this stage. He can dump large 
bombs outside the perimeter radius of the S print and generate a lo t of 
fallout . Tha t is wny if you build a heavy system you need fallout 
shelters.

I thin k everybody would probably agree to that . Certainly we in 
tended  to pu t them up w ith the Zeus system. There is a second problem
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th at  there can  be mo re of  a contr overs y ab ou t bu t where  I  th in k you 
have to  t ak e th e conserv ative  po in t of  vi ew ; name ly,  it  i s pos sible to  
fix the incom ing  w arhe ad  which  w ould blow up  the n befor e th e in te r
cept a lti tu de  was  reach ed.

You cou ld do th is  in  a va rie ty  of  ways . I  do n’t t hi nk  I  w ill go in to  
the m in de tai l. I t  i s n ot  an easy thi ng , b ut  i t is no t an impos sible t h in g  
to  do eith er.

So inste ad  o f ha vi ng  the  sma ll, low -yield  in te rcep t nu cle ar  w eapon 
which  I  sa id wo uld  c ause  no dama ge, you m ig ht  h ave a 1-m ega ton  or  
5-m ega ton bom b explod e ove r you r c ity  a t 40,000, 50,000, o r 60,000 fee t 
an d th is  would incine ra te  th e city .

y The fire  p roble m is a pro ble m no one e ver h as  a ddres sed  a dequ ate ly
in  the ba lli sti c missi le defense bus iness beca use they  have no t know n 
how to dea l w ith  it.  B ut i t is the re  an d i t is r ea l, I  believe.

Th is is th e ne xt  sta ge  in th e escallation. B ut  it  shows wha t you are 
v  ge tti ng  in to  i f you st ar t. You buy a sim ple  defense  whic h ap pe ar s use

fu l fo r a li tt le  wh ile . Yo ur  o pp on en t easily counter s it. So, even w ith 
the Chinese  we wi ll hav e en ter ed  in to  an  arms rac e of  sort s, th ou gh  it  
would  be a di ffe rent  kind  of  an  arm s rac e th an  th e one with  th e
Russian s.

Mr. B ingh am . Thi s is a very ele mentar y question. Does  wha t you  
say  imp ly t hat th e Sprint mis sile  does n ot  deto na te th e la rg e we apon  ?

I t  de stroys i t in some othe r way ?
Dr . W iesner . No, it  w ould no t de ton ate . I t  w ould tr y , ei th er  by  the  

use of  th e ne ut ro ns  i t emits or  X -ray s or  bl ast , to  d est roy  it.
Mr. B in gh am . W ha t happ en s to  it?  Does it  disin tegrate ?
Dr . W ies ner. I t  ju st  fa lls  dow n on  you in  pieces .
Mr. B ingh am . Bu t it  does n ot  exp lode ?
Dr. W iesner . I t  is des troyed . I t  is inca pa ci ta ted so it  ca n’t blow 

up. I t  ma y even  go on in one piece  and la nd  somewhere, bu t it  wo n’t 
do any serious d am age, i f yo u ha ve  a success ful i nte rce pt.

Th e at ta ck er ’s ta sk  is to  be clever  eno ugh to know’ wha t you are  
going  to  do, wha t the in te rcep t al tit ud e is, or to be able to  t ra ck  your  
com mand sys tem  or  rada rs , or  be able to  det ect  the de ton at ion , to  do 
som eth ing  t h a t allo ws his  weapo n to  e xplod e before  it  i s destroyed.

Th ey  could  ha ve  two  reen try  bodies, one  c oming  in aft er  t he  oth er.  
One  is in te rcep ted an d th e othe r one is exp loded.  Th ere is a who le 
varie ty of  thi ng s th a t can  be i nvented  to  c onfuse  th e sit ua tio n.

• As I  say , I  do n’t th in k th is  would  ha pp en  in th e fir st sta ge  bu t it
is an  inev ita ble next  sta ge  in  a rac e if  somebody wa nts to  take  it 
ser iously.

Mr.  B in gh am . W ith ou t g oing  i nto  classified in fo rm at ion,  cou ld you 
give  us  some ide a of  the rang e i n ter ms o f k ilo ton s or w ha tever i t i s for  
tlie Sprin t a nd  th e S pa rtan  ?

Dr . H erzfeld. I  th in k we are on th in  ice here,  fo r a publi c dis 
cussion.

Dr . W ies ner. I  th in k it  can  be sa id th at  one is in the ki lo ton ran ge  
and one is in  the me gaton  ran ge . I  wo uld  no t wa nt  to  say  an ythi ng  
more th an  t ha t.

Mr.  B ingh am . As a m at te r o f te rm ino logy  a t one po in t, D r. Wiesner,
I  t hi nk  you sug ges ted  th er e m ight  be a  d iffe renc e between a rock et  and 
a missile, o r d id  I  misu nd ersta nd  you ?
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Dr. Wiesner. We tend to call offensive th ings missiles and the de
fensive th ings rockets, bnt they  really are the same kind of devices.

The intercepting rocket is steered. I t has to be guided in flight. The 
other is on a ballistic trajectory.

The defensive rocket takes off before it knows quite where it is 
going. The radar is tracking the attacking missile and the computer 
making a projection of its trajectory, and is t rying to steer the de
fensive rocket close enough tha t when i t explodes it is within the lethal 
range of the defensive warhead. So the interceptor rocket has to be a 
guided rocket whereas the o ther thin g is just a piece of inert materia l 
tha t was thrown at you by a missile some thousands of  miles away.

Dr. Herzfeld. Could I  make a sh ort comment? I would like to d is
agree with Mr. Wiesner only on one p oint right now, I guess.

Tha t is I think the fire hazard from these things has been taken into 
account as best one can, which is not all tha t bad. Some things  are 
known about it. It  is part of the defensive system design. Also the 
predetonation option of the offense is taken into account.

Tha t is indeed one of  the ways in which a defense fails. Defense 
can fa il in all kinds of ways, by exhaustion of interceptors-----

Dr. Wiesner. It  has been talked about and ignored.
Dr. H erzfeld. I disagree with  tha t completely. I  think  tha t is just 

not correct.
Dr. W iesner. It  is correct.
Dr. H erzfeld. What these calculations, studies, and experiments do 

show is how good the defense will be, what the price is, and what the 
attacker has  to pay to get through the defense. That  is how you calcu
late it , by t aking  these kinds of th ings  into account.

I submit they have been taken into  account the best one knows how.
Dr. Wiesner. For example, I  heard the Army make a presentation 

to the citizens of a l ittle  town outside of Boston.
When asked about the impact of these short-range defensive missiles 

on the city, they said because they were low yield they would do no 
harm.

A lady said “Have you calculated the impact of the  larger weapons 
exploding?”

The man looked blank and did not answer.
Dr. H erzfeld. They were perhaps the wrong briefers.  It  happens 

all the time.
Dr. Wiesner. I made calculations of the heat on a clear day, not on 

a snowy, rainy day, to be sure. There would be a great variation. A 
5-megaton weapon a t altitudes higher  than  the intercept altitude of 
the Spr int  missile will set almost anything  that is flammable in the 
city on fire.

This is just a fact.
Mr. Zablocki. I think  this very technical mat ter should be pur

sued by the  proper committee of Congress. We are concerned if any of 
our ABM missiles or any other missiles would be detonated unin ten
tiona lly on allies, what effect it would have in foreign  policy.

This is very interesting.
Dr. W iesner. I did not realize th is would tu rn into an ABM debate.
Mr. Zablocki. We did not intend so, but i t is interesting.
Dr. Herzfeld. There is one subject I  would like to  mention briefly 

which I think  will interest your committee. We ta lked for a moment,



31

briefly about defending allies or friends, or the problem of allies having 
a defense or friends having a defense.

I think there is a development which is at least potentia lly feasible, 
or it seems to me, which the Navy is talk ing about, and t ha t is to put 
such a defensive system on ships.

This has some technical problems, of course, but it has the possibility 
of bringing a defense close to a country like Ind ia or Japa n, keeping 
the whole defensive system unde r U.S. control, so tha t one does not 
violate the nonproliferation  treaty at  all.

It  is a U.S. system but it would provide  defense for an extended 
area. Against  a small threa t, to be sure.

* Mr. Zablocki. You presumed one of my questions. I  will pursue  it 
later.

Mr. Buchanan.
Mr. Buchanan. Dr. Wiesner, you stated in your previous writ ten 

v  statement, in describing  the basis for the period of stability or rela
tive s tabili ty t ha t began in the early 1960’s and which continues to the
present, as one of the bases which you mentioned, that—

Continuing research and development efforts brought the new milit ary tech
nologies, rocketry, electronics, nuclea r weapons and so forth to a point of ma
tur ity  from which it was no longer possible to make dramatic changes in the 
milita ry capabili ties of the  stra tegic  systems from one technical generation to the 
next.

In  l ight of the drama tic and at least par tial ly unpred ictable devel
opments of the 1950’s, which you mentioned in your statement, is it, 
in your judgment, realistic to  state that  it  is no longer possible to make 
dramatic changes in the mili tary  capabilities of the strategic systems 
from one generation to the nex t ?

Dr. Weisner. I puzzled about tha t sta tement a lot when I  wrote it , 
and asked myself whether I really believed it. I thin k one always has 
to say tha t there can be a surprise and I  don’t believe any of us feel 
we know enough then  so that we can’t have a surprise of some sort.

But  they would not come in the disciplines in which we are now 
working. We have  explored these quite thoroughly. We can tell  p retty 
well what the  theoretical yields of nuclear  materials are and we can 
estimate—can improve the efficiency of our bombs.

We can make lighter weight rockets, more accurate rockets. We 
have explored very hard the mili tary  potentia l of  space. I  th ink  there

• were people who thou ght tha t space would go way beyond its realized 
potential as a military medium.

It  has been te rribly important for  reconnaissance and communica
tions. But the  whole notion of battles in outer space, the s tatio ning  of

5 weapons in outer space, has so far  been proved wrong. I t has  been easy
to prohibi t these weapons because they look so silly.

We and the Russians were willing to sign an agreement not to sta
tion weapons in outer space because when analyzed it turns  ou t to be 
a not too sensible thing to do.

In  unpredicted  areas of psychology, chemical warfare, or even ele
mentary particle physics, i t is conceivable th at something of a break
throu gh could emerge. It  is conceivable tha t in the gas laser field where 
we could get such high energy lasers tha t a very different kind of de
fense system than  the one we have been talk ing about here today 
could be made about which we might all be willing to agree tha t it
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had  so changed the present imbalances between the power of offense 
and defense, tha t it would be worth  spending a major effort on.

I guess I would qualify  that  statement  to say in the mature fields 
in which we are working, none of us can conceive the kind o f b reak
throughs  that  we have had in the  past.

If  we could see them we would obviously do something about them.
I  would not want that interpre ted as saying that continued basic re 
search could not uncover some new knowledge, which I  can’t predict at 
this  point, tha t would make possible a new kind of weapon which 
could cause the same uncertaint ies and fears tha t we had in the  1950’s.

I think  t ha t tha t danger, probably a small danger, lurks in a con
tinued  arms race. >

Mr. Buchanan. Dr. Herz feld?
Dr. H erzfeld. I  agree completely with what Dr. Wiesner said.
Mr. Buchanan. I  j ust  want to  point out that in your statement you 

indicated the long range strategic ballistic missile was still regarded 
to be technologically unobta inable as late as the 1950’s.

When I was a little  boy, I thought Buck Rogers was a very wild 
kind of comic strip.

I am glad to hear you at least modify  the statement.
Dr. Wiesner. I used to wake up when I  was working in the White 

House saying if anyone had told me 3 years before th at  I  would even 
be involved in an argument about the best way to go to  the moon, I 
would have sent them to the booby hatch.

Mr. Buchanan. I would like to  invite the distinguished gentleman 
to Huntsville, Ala., where I fully  expect dramat ic developments in 
space and even weapons technology for the futu re i f th e funding con
tinues.

Dr. Wiesner. T hat  is a question of your definition of dramatic.
I am more jaded.
Mr. Buchanan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Zablocki. To pursue this,  there could be alternative ways of 

protection for our country as well, for example, the SABM IS.
Dr. Wiesner. But  it  is a ve ry expensive way of doing it.
Mr. Zablocki. Could it  be a substitute  fo r the  thin  ABM missile for 

the Uni ted States?
If  it  is intended for, as the  ABM is intended for, a nuclear attack by 

China, would the SABMIS be more profitably deployed in  every sense 
of the  word against China ? *

Dr. H erzfeld. I thin k the basic notion is fairly simple, namely one 
puts  the rad ar and the missiles on a ship and deploys that ship as far  
forw ard as you can again st whatever  th rea t you are try ing  to protec t 
agains t. r»

There are a number o f applicat ions where SA BMIS makes a lot of 
sense. One would be the protect ion of fr iendly countries to whom one 
does not wish to give the  capabil ity directly  or who would rath er not 
have them.

I think the Indian Government might conceivably feel bette r off 
hav ing protection offshore, rather  than fooling around with these 
thin gs themselves, though  I  would not presume to judge tha t in any 
detail.

Another possibility that  one might consider SAB MIS for, is a de
fense of this  country in depth, in two layers, as i t were. The problem
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Navy is basically thinking  about th is, whether this is a system 
worth developing. Mv understanding  is th at  at  this  stage there

with that, though, is perhaps  i t may not be necessary i f the attack is 
small, and if the attack is large SAB MIS  may not make that  much 
difference either.

I think the reason SABMIS is not a candida te instead of Sentinel 
is t ha t it is not as fa r along as Sentine l, since Sentinel is based on 
research of 10 years, of Nike X and Nike Zeus.

The Spa rtan has been tested very extensively and a great deal of 
technology has been thought out. SABMIS now is in a paper study 
stage with  the Navy, and I  believe no metal has been bent at all on th at  
system.
* T h .e

tha t is worth developing. My 
is no major development program author ized.

Mr. Zablocki. My question is th is : In your opinion would SA BMIS 
be a sufficient or desirable substitute  for the ABM system ?

Dr. H erzfeld. As a substitute fo r Sentinel probably not.
Dr. Wiesner. I don’t see t ha t it is even a  good defense fo r some of 

the countries mentioned. If  you take the case of India, for example, 
some of its principa l cities are considerably inland, and close enough 
to China so that  they could be a ttacked by medium range missiles.

I would imagine  this kind of defense would not work a t all.
Dr. H erzfeld. I  would not have mentioned it if it were not within 

the range of possibility. It  would not be easy to  do this, but I think  it 
is close enough, it  is worth some study.

One probab ly could not defend all of Ind ia tha t way, but a very 
large portion, and  certainly could defend a large fraction of Europe  
tha t way if one chose to, and certainly all o f Japa n.

Mr. Zablocki. But  as a system which could cause less internation al 
repercussions, when we possibly would have to order the slowdown of 
the next phase, wmuld this system be more feasible th an a thin  or th ick 
land-based ABM ?

Dr. Wiesner. It  would cause them—it would take longer to do. It  
would certa inly slow down. It  is not even on the drawing board  and 
Sentinel exists as a developed system.

So you would have the debate about whether  you should in fact 
deploy them 10 years from now or 8 years from now.

i Dr. H erzfeld. Or pe rhaps  a little  sooner.
Dr. Wiesner. If  you decided tha t is what you wanted to do today, 

the actual existence of the system, as f ar  as fund ing and constructing 
is many years away.

Mr. Zablocki. I fully understand, bu t I thin k those who are  th ink 
ing about international relations are tryin g to  find a substi tute for, or 
a replacement fo r, the now controversia l ABM system.

Mr. F raser. Could I  ask a question along that line ?
Mr. Zablocki. Please do.
Mr. F raser. Why isn’t the technology trans ferable? In  one case 

you are us ing a land p latfo rm for the missile launch and  fo r the  rada r.
In  the other case you are jus t substitu ting a floating pla tform . W hat  

are the impo rtan t differences tha t are  involved ?
Dr. Wiesner. It  has the wrong color of pain ts I  suppose. 

[Laughter.]
Dr. H erzfeld. I  t hink the differences are a littl e more substan tial.
Dr. Wiesner. It  is a d ifferent concept. I t is a very dif ferent  kind of
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situation . I don’t think  you could take the Sentinel and put  it on a 
ship and make it  work.

Dr. H erzfeed. Principal ly because the Sentinel components were 
developed withou t having to pay  great  attent ion to weight or size.

If  a land-based radar is 100 feet wide, so be it. On a ship this gives 
you some real headaches.

Dr. Wiesner. You might squeeze it on to a very large ship, but I 
think i t would be very unsati sfactory. The other question, of course, is 
how large firepower you could get.

This would be a defense, I suppose, agains t the relatively modest 
attacks.

Dr. H erzfeed. But it has another feature  in the sense tha t it is on 
ships.

Mr. Zabeocki. Obviously, i t is a system worthy of fur the r consid
eration. We will go to the next question now.

Dr. Wiesner, if you could, in unclassified terms, describe for the 
subcommittee the current status of the ar t in satellite reconnaissance.

Dr. Wiesner. I don’t know the curren t sta tus of the  a rt to describe 
it. I  suspect that  if  I did, I  could not describe it. I don’t th ink I  should 
try.

Mr. Zabeocki. My final question is thi s: Obviously you both agree 
tha t the ABM is not a real concern of the Soviet Union, our ABM 
deployment. At least the point 4 in your statement, Dr. Herzfe ld, so 
states, that  the ABM system would not be of such gre at concern.

Dr. H erzfeed. If  it is a th in system. If  it is a thick  system it might 
cause considerable concern.

Mr. Zablocki. You did not differ, Dr. Wiesner, so I presume you 
agree.

Dr. Wiesner. I thin k then it depends on a variety of things, the 
natu re of the deployment, if  it appears  to be designed in such a way 
tha t it would be easily expansible to a thick  system by just adding 
Sprints, I  think  it would cause a reaction.

I think it  may cause some reaction, but probably a modest one in any 
event.

I would like to go back to the satellite question because I think I 
can be a little more responsive then in terms of what  President Johnson 
indicated even without knowing what the current capabilities are. They 
are obviously, as he indicated, good enough for us to be really sure 
about the estimates we make of the Soviet force levels and R. & D. 
programs.

He stated this very p lainly a couple of years ago. I  presume the sys
tems have become even better.

Mr. Zablocki. Info rma tion  in tha t area would be of great in terest to 
this subcommittee because satellites may be our chief intelligence 
gatherer .

Dr. Wiesner. I think  you could get a much more responsive, un 
classified, open answer from people who are closer to th e field than we 
are, because there are unclassified systems tha t are used for surveying 
and so forth.

Mr. Zablocki. You were so persuasive in your  answers so fa r I  
thought you knew everything.

Dr. Wiesner. This  is a field where I  feel what I do know I  should 
not  talk  about because I don’t know the boundaries.
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Mr. Zablocki. I wil l re trac t the question.
Dr. Wiesner. I am jus t adding t ha t I think  you could get a more 

responsive answer tha t would be useful to you from somebody else.
Mr. Zablocki. In  view of the answers thus fa r on the ABM, in your 

opinion, gentlemen, if the U nited States  and th e Soviet Union should 
enter into an arms control  talk, would i t be your view tha t agreement 
should be sought against deployment of  new offensive weapons like the 
MIR V rath er than  against the defensive ABM which m ight  provide 
protection  against th ird  countries?

Dr. H erzfeld. May I  address this, Mr. Chai rman ?
Mr. Zablocki. Yes.

< Dr. ITerzfeld. I  believe th at at this  stage in our relations  with the 
Soviet Union, th e only agreements which we can enter reasonably are 
those whose verification depends on nationa l means alone.

Our own national verification of what the Soviets are doing, and
< vice versa. I t is my personal opinion that neither they nor we are ready 

for any meaningful  onsite inspection of each other. .
I am quite convinced t ha t one cannot  tell with h igh enough reliab il

ity, and using only unilate ral methods, whether country A is deploying 
MIRV’s or not, or whether country B is.

I think i t is unfortuna te. I very much wish this were otherwise, but, 
I th ink th at it  is a fact  of life.

Mr. Zablocki. Then you are, to an extent, giving  an answer to my 
prior question. O ur reconnaissance and our intelligence by satell ite is 
not so accurate th at  we can detect deployment of MIR V’s.

Dr. H erzfeld. I  would rather stay with  my statement the way I 
phrased  it. I t was very carefully phrased. I am in somewhat the  same 
fix as Dr. Wiesner,  th at some of the things one knows one cannot ta lk 
about very much in this area.

Your inference is probably substant ially correct.
Dr. W iesner. I  th ink one migh t get some clues as to whether or not 

the Soviet has a M IRV  system, but I thin k if they have not tested i t 
they are not likely to deploy it.

So you have at least th at handle. You would never be certain. So let 
us assume that  you believe they had not  tested one and were wi lling  to 
enter in to an agreement to not deploy them, then I  think  we would have 
to face a sort  of complicated st rateg y question of whether we thought  
it  was more in our interests to take whatever  risk was involved in

« assuming th at  they had not in order to get a more substantia l
agreement.

I th ink  you can’t talk  about this in the abstract .
It  depends on a lot of other questions. One hope—one would hope 

5 that the agreements would be of such a nature that t hrough  the  years
we would also agree to cut back the size of  our strateg ic forces. We 
don’t real ly know what the Soviet view is going to be on the freeze of
an ABM, for  example.

They have always been much more defensive minded than  we. I  have 
had  conversations with Russian scientists about ABM’s.

Thei r views would coincide much more with Dr. Herzfeld’s than  
mine, for example. So I  don’t th ink we know at this stage where we 
will come up.

They may insist th at they live  closer to China than  we do and th is is 
more of a problem for them. So I think our posture has to be very
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flexible as we go into these discussions. I  th ink the important thing to 
remember, which most people don’t—we always count weapons and if 
they have three more than  we, we worry.

In  my opinion we can tolerate a tremendous latitude  in numbers, 
because I  believe a deterrent is th e potentia l destruction of 10 major 
cities or even fewer on either side, and the  forces we have arranged on 
both sides is so much larger tha n the capabi lity to do t ha t tha t you 
have a grea t deal of flexibility for negotiat ing adjustments.

Where you come out depends a lo t on the Soviet posture . We don’t 
really know where they stand. I thin k one th ing  is clear, tha t these 
discussions were our idea.

When Mr. Kosygin visited the United States, Mr. McNamara and >
Mr. Johnson pressed them very ha rd. They obviously had no t thought 
about it  very much and were not very responsive.

The said they would go back and study it. We know there was a 
great deal o f debating going on in the Soviet Union. I happened to be w
there in a period when there was a lot of debate.

I debated this issue with a lot of Russians. At  the time I  debated it,
I predicted  they would never say yes to a discussion. I  was very sur
prised when they agreed to go to a conference. What they will finally 
feel their security requires and what they will agree to, I don’t think 
anyone can predict at  this time.

Mr. Zablocki. I think they  were reluc tant about discussing it not 
because they were not prepa red, but because they were amazed tha t 
we were so ready for discussion.

Dr. Wiesner. No : I  th ink  we have not really worked through  some 
of the intellectual questions.

Mr. Zablocki. Sometimes they hide more than they  pretend to know.
Mr. Fraser. Can I ask a supplemental question on t ha t point? The 

Soviet’s announcement of a willingness to enter into these talks fol
lowed closely the decision or vote in the Senate.

Many have ascribed the  decision by the Soviets to the action by the 
Senate. I would be curious as to your impression.

Dr. Wiesner. I  don’t  know tha t anybody can really say. My judg 
ment was th at a response was too rapid . I t came the next day. They 
obviously could have been wait ing to see what we were going to do.

But as I say I was th ere several months before and I had the im
pression tha t they were in the midst of a tremendous debate about 
whether  they should enter into these discussions and what the ir pos- •
ture  should be, and so on.

Whether it was coincidence or even deliberate . I  don’t see how you 
can tell. Obviously the people who want  to believe tha t the  ABM is a 
cheap and im por tant poker chip will take the  position  that the Soviet 
responded to our deployment decision. They may be r ight , but I  doubt 
it. My personal judgm ent is tha t it is not so.

Mr. F indley. Mr. Chairman, I  would like to  explore for a moment 
a phrase on page 11 of Dr. Herzfeld’s statement. He said:

The decision is likely to be a  close one on e ither side  of thi s issue.

I think  it was yesterday I  saw the president of MIT quoted as saying 
that the two foremost problems of this country are inflation and 
Vietnam.
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He did not lis t the ABM, Chinese attack, nuclear mat ters a t all. How 
close is it  ? We are faced with a serious inflationary problem, and even 
on a modest side the thin  system will involve a lo t of money which will 
have in i t its  infla tionary impact. Is it close enough so that  as a citizen, 
looking at them as a citizen instead of the more na rrow scope of the 

. scientist, would you say tha t today this is close enough so that we can 
safely put it  off until tomorrow ?

Dr. H erzfeld. I would not do that. I would go ahead. This is my 
judgment, taki ng all  kinds of considerations together .

Mr. F indley. So it is not too close a question then.
Dr. Herzfeld. I  think it is clear but I thin k it is close. I  thin k the

* end of our defense posture would not be involved i f we did not deploy 
it.

I thin k the existence of the Republic would not be threatened if  we 
did not deploy it. Bu t on balance, I th ink it is a sound move to go ahead. 

w  I am really sticking w ith that. On the other  hand,  because it  is not
a do-or-die issue as far  as I can see, if  the re are very weighty reasons 
not to do it  I think I  could accept such a decision also.

There are some reasons I could think  of which could change my mind. 
But  from where I  sit  now, with  what I thin k is going on in  the  world, 
I would go ahead and do it.

Mr. F indley. You don’t think inflat ion is a weighty enough reason?
Dr. Herzfeld. I  think the impact of this on inflation is not  tha t 

large. I  am not an economist. But I have talked  to economists about  
this, and they  have said don’t worry, we have much bigger  problems 
tha n this.

I thin k they  are probably right . This is par t of my point  of view. I 
think if you take the whole GNP and if you consider national  eco
nomic policy problems, then the thin  defense is a pretty  small wrinkle.

Dr. Wiesner. If  you had to take  $10 billion out of the defense budget, 
would you include this in the items you would take out ?

That is i f you could n ot s top the Vietnam war, o r pu ttin g aside the 
war.

Dr. H erzfeld. If  i t were five, I  don’t know. Bu t i t is c learly not a 
do-or-die issue.

Dr. Wiesner. I f  you had $10 bi llion for five items like this —well, 
that is something else.

Mr. Zablocki. It  is my understanding  that Dr. W iesner has a pr ior
* commitment and must leave.

Mr. F ulton. Isn ’t the ABM like standing under  an apple tree  with 
your apron out, and someone Shakes the  apple tree and you tr y to  catch 
all the apples—but one hits  you on the head ?

* Why is n’t that  the defect ?
Dr. H erzfeld. It could happen, of  course.
Dr. W iesner. The answer is it does not hurt much.
Mr. Zablocki. Gentlemen, thank you very much. You have certainly  

contributed much to a bette r unde rstanding of the issues. I  only regret 
we were not able to have you in an executive session, because I know the 
discussion would be much more frank.

The subcommittee s tands in recess until  Thursday at 10 a.m.
(Whereupon, a t 12:10 p.m., the  subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 

at 10 a.m., Thursday , March 13,1969.)





STRATEGY AND SCIENCE: TOWARD A NATIONAL 
SECURITY POLICY FOR THE 1970’S

THURSDAY, MARCH 13, 1969

H ous e of  R e p r e s e n t a t iv e s ,
C om m it te e  on  F o r eig n  A f f a ir s ,

S u bco m m it tee  on  N a tio n a l  Sec u r it y  P ol icy
an d S c ie n t if ic  D ev e l o pm e n t s ,

Wash ington, D.C.
Th e subc om mitt ee  met  at  10:10 a.m ., in roo m 2255, Ray burn  

House  Office Bu ild ing , Hon. Clem ent J.  Zab locki (ch airma n of th e 
sub comm itte e) presid ing .

Mr. Z a b l o c k i. Th e sub comm ittee  will please  come  to order.
This is the second session in a series  of hearings on the effects of 

space and weapons develop me nts  on U.S . allia nces an d se cu ri ty  
comm itm ents ab roa d.

In  our fir st sess ion on M on da y we he ard an enl igh ten ing  discus sion 
of the deve lop me nts  of and deplo ym ents of the 1960’s fro m Dr . 
Wiesner an d Dr.  Herzfe ld. To da y we will look  in to  th e fu tu re  to 
discern as be st  as poss ible the deve lop me nts  a nd  po ssib le de ploy men ts 
of the 1970’s an d beyond.

To ass ist us  in  th a t tas k, we ha ve  wi th  us toda y two  ou ts ta nd in g 
sci entis ts, Dr. George B. Kisti akow sky an d Dr . Ha ro ld  A. Lins ton e.

Dr . Kist iako ws ky  is professor  of ch em ist ry  a t Har va rd  Un iversit y.  
He  served as sp ecial as sista nt to t he  Pres iden t fo r Science and Technology 
from 1959 to 1961, and as a spec ial co ns ul tant  to th e D ep ar tm en t of 
Def ense un til  la st  y ear . He  has bee n Vice Pr es iden t of th e Nat io na l 
Ac ade my  of Scie nces  since  1965.

Dr . Li ns tone  is presen tly  th e associ ate  di rec tor  of de ve lop men t 
plannin g-syste ms  ana lysi s, Lockheed Ai rc ra ft Co rp., Bur ba nk ; also 
an ad ju nc t pro fessor  in sys tem s eng ineerin g a t the Uni ve rs ity  of 
So uthe rn  Ca lifornia . Dr . Lins ton e ha s bee n a co ns ul tant  to th e De
pa rtm en t of Defense. He  is well know n for  the Mira ge  lon g-r ange  
defense plan ning  stu die s whi ch he con ceiv ed and dir ect ed.

Gentlem en, we are  ind eed  honored  to ha ve  you with  us toda y.  
Dr. Ki sti akow sky, wou ld you plea se beg in?

STATEMENT OF DR. GEORGE B. KISTIA KOWSKY, PROFESSOR OF 
CHEMISTRY, HARVA RD UNIVER SITY

Dr. K is tia k o w sk y . Tha nk  y ou ve ry  m uch , Mr. Ch ai rm an .
Mr. Ch ai rm an , memb ers  of the subcom mi ttee, it  give s me gr ea t 

pleasu re to accept  your  i nv ita tio n and to presen t to you my obser va
tions re la ted to some aspects  of these im po rtan t hea rings.

(39)
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Before I try, as asked, to look into the future, let me say a few 
words about the immediate past, thus gaining, I believe, a better 
perspective.

Since the years of World War II,  military technology and with it 
our entire military force has undergone three major revolutions. The 
first was the utilization of the explosive release of nuclear energy.
Thus the destructive power of weapons was increased millions of 
times, as compared to that from the release of energy of chemical 
explosives. The  second occurred in the means of delivery of weapons: 
the turbojet  engines and the rocket propulsion reduced the time of 
delivery of weapons b y orders of magnitude and greatly extended the 
range. The  third was in the technology of command and control, »
achieved through the use of sophisticated electronics for communica
tion, display, and automation.

These changes have led to a staggering growth in the military power 
of our country but unfortunately have not led, I believe, to a corre- w
sponding increase in our national security. The main reason is, of 
course, that some other countries have also made extensive uses of 
new technologies. Thus, while prior to World War II the continental 
United States was substantially immune to foreign attack,  our country 
could now be devastated in a matter  of hours. Mutual strategic 
deterrence provides whatever stab ility  there is to nuclear peace.
Beyond this necessary but stat ic role, nuclear weapons have almost 
ceased to be a useful instrument of national policy; their possession 
provides few additional foreign policy options.

Our experiences in Korea and Vietnam suggest that  the use of 
advanced military technology has other limitations, at least under the 
conditions of these wars in underdeveloped countries. Perhaps it is 
not too much to say that the range of enforceable foreign policy choices 
open to us has not grown as much as might have been expected from 
the concomitant growth of our military power.

As the members of this subcommittee, of course, know, new tech
nologies and specifically new weapon systems are largely derived 
from prior scientific discoveries; that is, from what  is called basic 
scientific research. A  close interaction between science and technology 
has evolved in advanced countries, leading to a rapid practical utiliza
tion of at least some of the new scientific discoveries.

For  instance it took only 6 years to translate the discovery of 
nuclear fission into the first crude atom bombs and about the same e
time passed between the discovery of the transistor and the revolution 
in the performance of electronic computers.

It  is very characteristic that  the first and crude practical uses of 
new scientific discoveries involve comparatively little  engineering „
development. Subsequent projects aimed at higher performance of the 
hardware based on the same scientific principles normally require far 
greater development efforts. Thus the total cost of the wartime Los 
Alamos Laboratory was less than the current annual costs of nuclear 
weapons laboratories and ye t the early effort resulted in a dramatic 
technological breakthrough, while comparatively modest annual 
progress in nuclear weapons technology is all that can be expected at 
the present stage.

The  reason for this is that  there are natural limits to the performance 
of manmade devices and systems, which are set by the scientific
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principles on which they are based. To give an example, the maximum 

possible release of explosive energy from a fission bomb would be 

obtained if all the plutonium in it underwent the fission reaction. 

The highest yield-to-weight ratio would be obtained if the weight of 

the bomb trigger mechanism were reduced to zero. Needless to say, 

neither of these objectives is attainable in practice. In fact, the closer 

the natural limits are approached by practical devices, the more 

difficult, time consuming, and costly is further technological progress.

Man y examples of this can be cited. Compare for instance the costs 

and lead times of developing successive generations of turbojet - 

powered aircraft or the costs of the Sidewinder missile with that  of 

air-to-air guided missiles more recently under development.
If one accepts as correct the technical performance data on many 

weapon systems given in the article of Bernard D. Nossiter (Wash

ington Post, Jan. 26, 1969), who assures us of their authenticity, 

another significant fact emerges: the more primitive systems of the 

1950’s came on the average much closer to the originally promised 

performance than the more advanced items of the 1960’s.
These observations refer to all fields in which highly advanced 

technology is being developed, whether they be military or civilian. 

To squeeze the last ounce of practical value out of certain general 

principles is a very difficult task and the development time becomes 

longer. Look for instance at the problems facing the civilian supersonic 

transport.
The Congress has become clearly aware of the trends generated 

by the efforts to develop the ultimate in sophisticated technologies. 

Its concern is evidenced by  searching inquiries into the promised 

performance data, practical gains derivable from new systems and 

their development times and costs, when such systems are presented 

to it for authorization and financing. Even  the ordering into a sequence 

of relative priorities of an almost bewildering array of new proposals 

that are presented to the Congress in a given general area, say the 

military technology, is a very  difficult task. To draw a line somewhere 

in such a sequence, rejecting proposals below the line in order to pro

vide adequate resources also for some entirely different purposes, for 

instance the needs of our society at home, is an even more difficult 

task. While all of us, no doubt, have strong opinions on how such a 

division should go, my opinion is based on my personal values and 

concerns as a citizen and, therefore, it is a value judgment and not 

any sort of quantitative analysis, which seems impossible to make.

In the announcement of these hearings there is listed a considerable 

number of potential military developments that  m ight be brought to 

fruition during the seventies and I would like to add one or two of my 

own. All of them are based on already known scientific principles, 

which is very prudent. Eve n allowing for the rate of progress of 

modern science and the efficiency of organized development efforts, it 

is highly improbable that a major new scientific discovery will be made 

which will result prior to the end of the seventies in the deployment or 

practical usefulness of a breakthrough in military technology.
Of the items you list, the potential uses of lasers are perhaps the most 

challenging, because lasers are based on a very  recent scientific dis

covery . As  sources of hitherto not readily accessible coherent radiation, 

they offer rich potential for new military applications of optics. The

27-065—69- 4
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limitations on their use arise at least partly from two factors that are
generally known. Clouds, rain and fog form barriers to radiation from
lasers just  as they to to that  from other light sources. Hence to use
laser beams reliably overlong distances in the open one must use them
at very  high altitudes, above the cloud cover. The other limiting
factor is the low conversion efficiency of primary energy supplied to
lasers into the laser beam energy. Thus where very  large beam energies
are required, for instance as a source of science-fiction-like death rays,
the hardware involved becomes very  bulky and heavy. This, to say the
least, is awkward when the use of lasers is to be at high altitudes.

It is not likely that in the next  decade the advances in laser tech
nology will be such that, for instance, lasers will match in efficiency »
of energy conversion the present thermal engines converting heat into 
electric power. But this is not necessary for many applications. I am 
confident that striking advances in this area will be made and that 
high-power laser beams produced in compact equipment will be a *
practical reali ty before the end of the seventies.

You  have listed a number of future space systems, most of which 
require only straightforward but in some cases very challenging, 
imagin ative although extrem ely costly  engineering development to 
become reality . The question then is not whether they are possible 
in the seventies but whether their military cost-effectiveness ratio is 
favorable enough to jus tify  development. In this respect I would place 
the moon bases at the bottom of the list and at the risk of being 
facetious would suggest that if all our potential adversaries were to 
go to the moon I would feel more relaxed here on earth than I  do now.

To the space mirrors I also give very low-cost effectiveness rating 
because of their ve ry questionable military value, coupled with great 
costs. T o gain some idea of these, let us consider an example. A plane, 
that is flat, mirror might be placed into the 24-hour satellite orbit so 
that it would provide, most of the time if properly steered, daylight 
illumination over a particular portion of earth’s surface. To provide 
night illumination equal to daylig ht the mirror, however, would have  
to be well over 100 miles in diameter. The illumination would be over an 
area of about a hundred miles in diameter. One could reduce some
what the size of the mirror and of the illuminated area by using 
concave mirrors but there are natural scientific limits to the gains thus 
obtained. The scope of the project would remain huge.

For  projects of this scope and also for projects involving many men ,
in space, that is for the purpose of very  frequent launchings of large 
payloads, the development of recoverable rocket boosters or even of 
aerospace aircraft would be highly advantageous and economical in 
the long run. Such development is undoubtedly feasible in the next ,
decade.

It  would be, however, costly because of the size of the hardware 
involved— comparable to Saturn V— and the need to develop highly 
advanced technology. Before undertaking such a project I would want 
to be sure that the proposed objective  of very frequent multimanned 
space missions is really essential to our national welfare and that the 
object ives cannot be achieved in some other way.

In the domain of nuclear weapons I foresee a steady but not a 
spectacular progress because nuclear weapons technology is already 
far advanced. What is involved here can be illustrated on the example
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of a much older technology, that  of chemical explosives, in which I 

was once actively involved.
The last major new development in chemical explosives was 

probably the introduction into large-scale use of RDX or cycloni te 

during the Second World War.
I was slightly  involved in this project and, encouraged by  it , had 

subsequently urged intensive research on chemical explosives.
The returns have been very  meager because the technology of mili

tary chemical explosives has almost reached its ultimate limits.
This of course is not yet the case with nuclear explosives, but such 

spectacular advances as the transition to fusion from fission weapons

„ during the fifties are extraordinarily improbable in the foreseeable

future.
Combining this consideration with what  I have already noted 

about the meager foreign policy gains derivable  from the possession

• of expanding nuclear weapons stockpiles I come to the conclusion
that  an extensive freeze on further developments through a more 

comprehensive test ban and other verifiable international  control 

measures would be to our national interests.
Let me now mention a matter not mentioned in the committee 

documents. Through scientific research extraordinary progress has 
been made in recent years toward understanding the detailed mech
anism of transmisson of gentically determined characteristics in 

living organisms.
I foresee that in the next decade it will become possible to synthe

size in vitro some brandnew specie of virus and possibly to modify 
drastically the more complex bacterial organisms now extant. Such 
scientific achievements could bring into the world unfortunately 

also new and more potent biological warfare agents, tailored to be 

highly infectious and resistant to countermeasures.
International controls of such manmade agents might be even 

more difficult than are those of nuclear weapons.
Ye t it is within  the realm of possibilities that they would riva l 

nuclear weapons in their lethali ty to man. Clea rly it is to ever ybody’s 
great advantage to prevent by mutual understanding, their use and 

threat of use.
Since my time is running out let me postpone commenting on the 

other systems listed by you pending your  questions and to conclude

.  these remarks by  some general observations.
As a society we have reached a state of technological advance where 

an incredible var iety  of new devices and systems has become technically 

possible.
„ By possible I mean that we do have the intellectual and economic

resources to produce any one of these if called upon.
Bu t to produce the whole array of these possible things is beyond 

our, and even more so beyond anybody else’s, capabilities. Hard 

choices have to be made as I have already noted.
In the domain of military technology I have heard not infrequently 

the argument that  we must develop this or that  system because w hat

ever it is it is possible in principle and hence our potential enemy 

might obtain it. Such an argument is unanswerable unless one in
quires about the more fundamental issue of whether this new thing 

will so change the balance of power that our security will be en-
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dangered. A substantial  part of the systems on the list shown to me 
are not  in this category. The security I am concerned with is the 
possession of adequate deterrence of general war. To plan instead for 
“winning” such a war, by policymakers, means to me planning the 
destruct ion of our society and it does not  cheer me to think tha t other 
societies, mainly  those of our  enemies in such a conflict, would end in 
even greater ruin. However, it  is only the planning for such an objec
tive tha t calls for a nearly unres trained development of ever more 
sophisticated weapon systems. Their unpredic table military effective
ness is bound to s timulate  our adversaries to counteract ions which, if 
the past is any evidence, will be overreactions  and so will call for a 
further expansion of our  own mili tary  efforts. I cannot see how the »
resulting arms race could insure peace in the long run.

Thus I submit tha t as the strongest Nation we must take  greater  
initia tive in str iving toward a more peaceful world and as one aspect of 
this activ ity to intensify our efforts, n ot very product ive thus far, to y
reach international agreements on arms control and disarmament  
measures. Only the progress in this  direct ion can enhance our national 
security in its real sense, which is the opportuni ty for free and 
peaceful progress of our society.

Because of this  conviction I have  been greatly  encouraged by Presi
dent  Nixon’s statem ents tha t he wishes to move from the sta te of con
frontation to one of conciliation and, as one step in this direction, to 
initiate arms control discussions with the Soviet Union. I  wish him all 
success.

Than k you very much.
(The b iography of Dr . Kistiakowsky follows:)

Dr. George B. Kistiakowsky

Dr. George Bogdan Kistiakowsky, educator and physical chemist, is Professor 
of Chemistry at  H arvard University, a position he f irst held in 1937. From 1959 
to 1961, he served as Special A ssist ant to the President for Science and Technology.

Dr. Kistiakowsky was born in Kiev, Russia in 1900. He received the degree 
of Doctor of Philosophy in Chemistry at the University of Berlin in 1925, and 
came to the United States  the following year. He became a  naturalized citizen in 1933.

From 1926 through 1928, Dr. Kistiakowsky was a fellow in physical chemistry 
at Princeton University. He remained there as a research associate until 1930, 
when he accepted a position as Assis tant Professor  of Chemistry at Harvard. 
He became an Associate Professor in this field in 1933 and a ful l Professor in 1937.

In World War II, Dr. Kistiakowsky served as a civilian with the Manhattan 
Projec t under the Army’s Office of  Scientific Research and Development. He is 
credited with building the trigger mechanism of the Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
atomic bombs and with inventing  the  edible “Aunt Jemima” explosive powder used by the O.S.S. in the war.

Dr. Kistiakowsky served as a member of the President’s Scientific Advisory 
Committee from 1957 through 1963. He has been a  member of the General Advis
ory Committee of the Arms Control  and Disarmament Agency from its inception 
in 1952 to 1969. He is currently Vice President of the National  Academy of 
Sciences.

Among other awards, Dr. Kistiakowsky received the National Medal of Science 
from President Johnson in 1968. His writings include “On Federa l Support of 
Basic Research,” published in Daedalus in 1965.

Mr. Zablocki. Thank you.
Dr. Lins tone, before you proceed with your abst ract of the future 

weapons and space systems paper  you have prepared, without objec
tion, we will make the paper a p art  of the record at this point.
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(The document referred to follows:)
F u t u r e  W e a p o n s  and  Space  Sy stem s— C o m m en ts  on  T ec h n o l o g ic a l  F o r e 

ca st s  fo r  t h e  L a te  19 70 ’s and  B eyond

(By Harold A. Lins tone, Associate Directo r of Development Plan ning-Sy stem s 
Analysis, Lockheed Aircraf t Corp.)

i .  in t r o d u c tio n

I would like t o t ha nk  th e members  of this C ommit tee for ex tending the  privi lege 
of partic ipa ting in these  hearings. The  picture  which I  will sketch for you r epresents 
my own evalua tion  a nd  is based on analyses such as the Mirage SO Study, (1)* 
a copy of which has been furnished  t o you.

< I do not view a technological forecas t as a  set  of predictions of what will happen.
Bather, I consider i t t o be th e re sul t of a dialog between w hat we can do and  what  
we want to do, the inte rplay of two kinds  of p rojection s: first, the pro jec tion of 
current c apab ilitie s i nto  the futu re, and  second, the projection of needs or requ ire
ments in the  future back to the  pre sent . The atom ic bomb was the r esu lt of a new 

v  capability,  not  of a sta ted  need. On the  other hand , an ABM system was first
conceived as a fu ture  need , ra ther  t ha n as a capabil ity.  The old adag e “necess ity
is the mother of in ven tion” fits this second type  of projec tion.

I believe th at  it  is of u tmost  imp orta nce  to  facilita te the int era ction betw een
this Co untry’s needs and  its  capabi lities, and these Hear ings can be of gr ea t value 
in stim ulat ing real  communica tions  among those who mu st outl ine our  needs (or 
requirements) and those who have  to prepare to fulfill them—o ur R&D com
mun ity.

II.  CAPABILITIES

Radar , je t engines, rocket propulsion , nucle ar weapons—these R&D achieve
ments of the World  War II  era formed the  basis of to day’s aerospace technology. 
Augmented by the computer after World War II,  the y made possible gene rations 
of supersonic  air cra ft and ballist ic missile carrying  nuclear subm arines.

Taking a very gross look, we observed  t ha t information systems have advanced 
so rapidly in the las t decade there is some basis for the  claim tha t the informa tion  
sciences have  wres ted the  mantle  of “glamour  field” from the  aerospace  sciences. 
Looking far the r into the  futu re, the re are some clues th at  the life sciences are 
the  most likely candidate for future  leadership, bu t there is litt le evidence th at  
this will be reflec ted in defense and  space systems by 1985.

In the  following paragraphs, I shall briefly discuss each func tional area and 
ome of the  technologies which are expec ted to have  an impact.

.4. Strategic Offense/Defense
The contemp lation of nuclear conflict crea ted the  mission of “dete rrence ,” 

whereby the th re at  of assured ret ali ato ry des truc tion  of the  enemy’s cities pre
vented an at tack  on the  United  States. It  was a ppare nt in stud ies dur ing  the  la te 
1950’s (2) th a t—

(1) Deterre nce of an at tack  on the  United States by th re at  of massive 
ret aliation was feasible even if major enemy weapon improvem ents in the 
next decade were assumed;

(2) Oth er total  war missions  (e.g., “winning the  wa r” if dete rren ce fails) 
depended strongly on a defensive cap ability aga inst  nuc lear  at ta ck  on the  
United  Sta tes . Such a defense would prove  to be an exceedingly  difficult  
task; and

'  (3) A defense aga inst  mod est th reats could have value.
The principal  require ment in the 1950’s was the  continuing pu rsu it of R&D

to counter  any potent ial enemy achievemen t (e.g., pen etration aids , greate r 
delivery acc uracy) . It  was also found th at  the  qua lity  of the th re at  w as far  more 
criti cal than  the quantity , and  th at  a rguments  based on the  l at te r (e.g., “missile 
gaps”) could be highly misleading.

A decade and a tor ren t of s tudie s late r, the re is litt le reaso n to chan ge any  of 
these  sta tem ents with  re spec t to the  coming decade. For 1975-85 advan ced  str a
tegic missile, airc raft , and  subm arine delivery systems can be readily  conceived 
to  assure mainten ance of d estruction capa bili ty of the  enem y’s u rban  complexes

Numbers  in  paren these s deno te references which are li sted  at  the  end of this repo rt.  (See p . 57.)



46

in a second strike even in the event that improved enemy offensive or defensive 
capability degrades our current weapons.

Greater enemy offensive warhead accuracy and/or yield can be countered bv 
superhardened silos, underwater capsule basing, railmobile and road-mobile 
missiles, increased dependence on submarine-launched missiles, or air-launched 
nuclear stand-off missiles. The latte r can be launched from manned strategic 
aircraft which, although they may be vulnerable individually, present an entirely 
different problem to a defensive system and therefore can assure some pene tra
tion. (3)

A breakthrough in submarine detection, classification, and identification 
capability, which is not apparent at this time, could be countered by missiles 
which are launched from submarines at much greater ranges from the target , 
submarines which can operate at much greater depths,1 and other subsurface 
missile deployment concepts. New materials such as titanium will play a major 
role in both aircraft and submarines. For example, glass titanium may be used for 
pressure hulls to a depth of 20,000 ft. Bet ter integration  of airframe and power
plants  for air vehicles and underwater mating of submersibles are two of the manv 
future capabilities.

Penetration of improved enemy ballistic missile defenses can probably be 
achieved by altering either the midcourse or the reentry behavior of the retalia tory 
missile. There are  numerous options: (4)

(1) FOBS (Fractiona l Orbit Ballistic System) to decrease the enemy’s warning 
time by means of a low a ltitude orbit.

(2) Lofting or use of a  very high trajectory to increase the missile’s reentrv 
velocity.

(3) “Bussing” or dispensing of reentry vehicles along the midcourse path  of 
the missile.

(4) MIRV (Multiple Independent Reentry  Vehicles).
(5) Blackout of enemy radars by high altitude  nuclear bursts.
(6) Missiles which home on enemy ground radars .
(7) Electronic countermeasures (e.g., chaff).
(8) Decoys which satu rate the defenses.
(9) Maneuvering ballistic reentry  vehicles which have aerodynamic surfaces so 

that  they can pull up, tu rn, and dive at  other targets .
(10) Boost-glide reentry  vehicles which use aerodynamic lif t and propulsion to 

effect a low altitude  terminal cruising flight.
This diverse menu of options to mainta in a second strike capability in the face 

of technological changes also shows th e difficulty of providing an airtight defense 
against the offensive arsenal of a technologically aler t and capable opponent, i.e., 
the Soviet Union.

Clearly, these options obviate the need to consider seriously the exotic weapon 
concepts sometimes described in the laterature , (5) such as—

Nuclear weapons which use, ra the r than suppress, radia tion;
Biological warfare in many forms against crops, animals, or people; and 
Geophysical warfare, in which one tampers with the atmosphere, the 

weather, or with elements such as iceflows or induced earth slides.
There is a further reason militating against most exotic weapon concepts: ew 

do not adequate ly understand our environmental system, i.e., interactions between 
its elements, and the use of such concepts could cause irreparable  and undesirable 
damage to the environment.

Turning our a tten tion  to defensive systems, we list the following concepts for 
1975-85:

(1) Airborne Warning and Control System: The old defense concept of air
borne surveillance and interception of low altitude penetrators from above will 
benefit from much advanced radar technology (including overland coverage) .2

(2) Advanced ABM: Sea and air-launched ballistic missile defense systems for 
the late 1970’s are under stud y (e.g., SABMIS).

(3) Active defense of satellites: With an increasing portion of our information 
gathering and communications, i.e., our “nervous system,” out in space, defense 
of satellites may become a valid military mission in the 1980’s. Passive defense 
might involve redundancy, increased power levels, and more distant orbit®. 
Active defense would favor radia tion or particle beam weapons. However, the 
conversion and collimation of huge amounts of energy, as well as the 1966 Space 
Trea ty, interpose major hurdles to active defense. (6) The Manned Orbital.

1 Four-fi fths of all hydrospace  lies a t dep ths  exceeding 9,000 ft.
a Th e sy stem  is also planne d for tac tical a ir defense operations.
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Lab ora tory , expec ted to  be operationa l in 1971, could be an im portant stepping- 
ston e toward the  develop men t of such capabilit ies.

I t should be noted th at  large chemical or nuclear  powered air cra ft may have 
a major impact on the feasibility  of concepts (1) and (2).
B. Intelligence and Conflict Control

I have  noted th at  the info rmation  sciences app ear  to  be the  glamour field for 
the foreseeable future . Great ly increased speed and  storage, as well as decreased 
size and  un it cost, will be the hallm ark of the 1980 computer . Large-scale inte
gra tion  of microelectronic assemblies means  th at  1 square inch slice of silicon 
may accom moda te 50,000 trans istor  elements. Major gains in inp ut-outpu t de
vices and  peripheral equ ipm ent  are probable. We will prob ably  also have con
versational prog ramming systems. The  magnitude of adva nces  in autom atic 
pa tte rn  recognition is less certa in. This  capa bili ty is desired to provide near
automatic analysis of surveillan ce da ta  inp ut from many sources and  res tric t

* ou tput  to anomal ies.
Following are two examples of the  imp act of this techno logy:
(1) Com puter-aid ed cont ingency planning: The  Normandy  invasion took  4 

months to plan.  A reduc tion in the  time to gene rate  a mil itary contin gency plan 
by a factor of 10 or 20 is possible. The techno logy will perm it a typ ica l con tin-

* gency plan to be generat ed 80% automatic ally  (using only info rmation  alre ady  
stor ed in th e com puter da ta  ba nks) , 10% semiautom atically , and  10% by manua l 
or computer-aided  procedures. Thus, planning in a crisis can be performed vi r
tua lly  in real  time (“on-line”) and altern atives  can be quickly analyzed  to ass ist 
the decision makers.

(2) Global surveillance:  Cont inuous surveillance  of global air and  ocean traff ic 
will be possible. The  U.S. Navy’s ocean surveillance satelli te may also provide 
sea sta te  and submar ine tra il concep t data.  (3) Satel lites  to detect  large-scale 
movement p att ern s on lan d are ano ther possibl ity.

The presen tation of time ly, correct, and  prop erly  filtered information to th e 
decision makers itself require s majo r att en tio n if command and  control is no t to  
become an unbeara ble burde n in this  environment.
C. Space Explorat ion and Applica tions

Inn er and  outer space will be considered togethe r. The  federal  prog rams in 
these areas  have  been function s of the  “th re at ,” as have been the  prog rams in 
the  defense area.  S putnik launched a m ajor  U.S. space p rogram; absence of a deep 
ocean “thr ea t” so far has  seriously impeded deep ocean research and  technology. 
If, in a pos t-in dus tria l age, our outlook becomes less narrowly land centered , th e 
justi ficat ion for bo th inner and  ou ter space programs would be d rast ical ly altere d. 
With our current woes of conflict, pollu tion,  and  pov erty , this  day  hardly  seems 
near at hand .

The following sum mary indica tes capa bilit ies which  appear reasonab le for th e 
1975-90 period.

1. Unmanned Scientific  Missions in Space
Con tinu atio n of Ma riner and Pioneer fly-by probes for studies of the  pla nets 

(including outer planets) and  int erp laneta ry phenomena.
Large Mars land ers to  land on the  pla net  and  r etu rn  with  soil samples .

* Venus Mul tiprobe  Bu oyant  Stat ions  to probe the  Venusian atmo sphe re.
Probes out  of the sola r system.

2. Unmanned Near-Earth Space Science
Continuing of Orbiting Solar Observa tory  to gain und ers tanding of sol ar 

,  processes.
Con tinu atio n of U.S. Air Force probes to s tud y rad iat ion  and  mater ials  effect s.
Development of the  telefacto r mode of operation, whereby  the  man on the  ground  

gene rates  m anu al effor ts in the s pacecra ft by means  of electro -opt ical ma nip ula tor  
hard ware.

3. Unmanned Applications Miss ions
Continuation of Appl ications Technology Sate llites  to  study  communications» 

meteorology, and spacec raf t technological problems.
Direct b roadca st sate llit e for  voice a nd TV transmission to c ommunity  receivers  

in underdeveloped coun tries  (before 1980, a satelli te with a two-way cap aci ty of 
30,000 to 40,000 voice circuits should be operationa l).
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Commercial operations which require a weightless environment, e.g., a uto ma ted  
manufacturin g in space of perfect ball bearings and  growth of gia nt metallic  
crystal s in space for semiconductors.

Limi ted ea rth  w eath er control syst em.* * 3
Global edu cationa l and instant-access  i nforma tion  t ransm ission systems.
Extensive mining of the ocean floor with  the  aid of self-propelled mach ines and 

manipula tor  devices.
Long life reli abil ity will be a central  cons idera tion in these  tasks. In  1970 we 

ant icipate a  mean lifetime of 3)4  years fo r unmanne d spacecraf t; by 1980 the mean 
lifetime is est ima ted  to rise to 5.9 years . (1) Power  to ope rate  the  spacec raft  is 
ano the r major factor. In the 1970’s, isotope  therm oelectric,  solar dynamic,  and 
reacto r therm oelectric  system s make  thei r appearance. In  the  following decade, 
reactor systems should p rovide at  le ast 10 times greater  power.

Some of these  unm anned applicat ions  raise  serious polit ical problems which 
can deny the ir obvious benefits.

4. Manned Missions
The following programs are prer equisite s for major new efforts:
Nerva, the  nuc lear  upper stage  for heavy  payload  ea rth  orb ital  and  lunar, as 

well as pla netary and  deep space probes.
Deep Submergence Search Vehicle (1973) for recovery  of small objects b y a four- 

man  crew operating up to 34 hours to a depth  of 20,000 f t.
Deep Ocean Technology Program proposed  by the  Pre sid ent’s Commission on 

Marine Science, Engineering, and  Resources  for development of technology for 
deep ocean operations.

The technological possibilities for the  post-1975 period include:
Extend ed orb ital  research, tes t, and  eva lua tion  opera tions , using modular sta 

tions in 30 to 60 d ay missions
Extend ed deep ocean research, test , and evaluat ion opera tions, with permanen t 

resea rch la boratories  placed a t 3,000 to 6,000 f t.;  the U.S. Navy is a lso p lann ing a 
Large  Objec t Reco very  Submarine  (1977)

Per manen t ea rth  orbi ting and  lunar bases
Man ned Mars l anding and re tur n with an eigh t-man crew and 20 days on Mars  

(this  mission, possibly  in 1985, will make the  Apollo prog ram look like a grade 
school exercise)

Occupa tion of th e mid -Atlantic  ridge
In  considering these diverse possibi lities, a yardst ick  is provided by the space 

programs of the  1957-67 decade:
There were 40 different unm ann ed sate llites  and  12 manned  space flight 

program s.4

A principal cost factor for both manned and  unm anned space prog rams is t he  
■cost to inj ect one pound into  orb it. The answer appears  to lie in the cost effec
tiveness of reusab le booster vehicles an d this; in turn, depends on the num ber 
and  value  of the  “applications” and  oth er space opera tions.
D. Conventional Warfare

The U.S. mi lita ry establish ment, like its Soviet and  European cou nterparts,  
is based  largely on the  evolut ion of warfar e between near -equals which cha rac
terized  Eu ropean conflicts from Wellington and  Napoleon  to  P att on  an d Rommel. 
Leaving aside  the  question of relevance  of thi s tra di tio n for the la te  1970’s, we 
shall briefly consider the  new capabil ities which should evolve in the area of 
“general purp ose forces.”

1. Strategic Mobility
The abi lity to  deploy U.S. forces rap idly to dis tan t areas has receiv ed much 

att ention since 1961. The  C-5A tra ns po rt airc raft  and the  fast deploym ent logistic 
ship (FDLS) 5 represe nt the capabi lity  of the  early 1970’s. They  significantly 
reduce  dependence on overseas bases an d the ater  por ts. On the  oth er hand , the  
resupply or steady  sta te sealift has enjoyed  only modest support.® Hence, we face 
a strik ing contr ast  in  t he  explo itatio n of technology.

’ Weather forecasting  w ithout active m odif icat ion will,  of course, be avai lable  earl ier. Th e value of such
forecasting for the  direction  of p lant ing and harves ting throug hou t the  world has been  estimated  at  $15
billion  annua lly in sa ved  crops.

4 T his  is equ ivalent to an average federal com mitment  of one majo r manne d program at  $2 billion to 
ini tia l operational capabi lity  every 10 mo nth s.(7)

» Th e FD LS  has  no t been app roved by the Congress.
• Seven ty pe rcen t of the ships in  our active me rch ant fleet are more th an  20 years old and  the average age 

of t rain ed seamen is 45 years. By  co ntrast, the  Soviet merchant  fleet has added 1,000 ships since 1950 and  
is growing by 100 ships a  year.
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For  t he  1975 to  1985 period, the following changes may be con tem pla ted :
Integrated planning and control of air and sealift.— Allocation  of personnel and  

goods to embarkat ion  poin ts and  carriers , scheduling and  rou ting  of a irc raft and  
ships, and  oth er comp uter-aided control activities should prov ide far  gre ate r 
speed and  flexibili ty of movemen t. Com patible containe rizat ion for air craf t and  
ship cargo han dling will be an im portant fac tor in inte gra ted  air and sealif t. 
With such a control  concept,  inte rme dia te por ts, ra ther  than  congested  thea ter  
ports , may be used with  cargo tran sferred  from ships to aircra ft for movement 
direc tly to  t he  most convenient thea ter  a ir bases.

New aircraft.— By 1985, nuclea r ai rcraft  are  a dis tinct possibility , as  has a lrea dy 
been noted  w ith  respect  to  AWACS and  airborne ballis tic missile defense. With  an  
aircra ft size exceeding th at  of t he  C-5A, the  nuc lear  pow erplant  becomes a prime 
contender. Cu rre nt technology indicate s th at  an air cra ft cruis ing at  Mach 0.7 to  
0.8 and at  36,000-ft. alt itude  could carr y a payload  of 300,000 to  425,000 lbs. (8) 
The  pr incipal adv ant age  is u nlim ited  range  or mission dur ation.  Like nav al strike 
forces and the FDL S, such air cra ft can effect the  presence in an are a of t ension  
witho ut a prior commitmen t rega rdin g the use of local lan d bases . The super
sonic tran sp or t should,  of course, be ava ilab le in the lat e 1970’s an d could be 
used in cer tain rapid actio n (str ike or control)  operations to tran sp or t personnel 
and  light weapons.

Beyond t he  supersonic tra nspo rt in the 1985-95 period lies the  hyperso nic tra ns
port (Mac h 8 to 12 speeds) . At Mach 6, the supersonic combust ion ramjet (or 
scramjet ) provides  the  propulsion. Whereas the  supersonic tra ns po rt may  well 
become pra ctical  for dista nces  of 1,200 miles or greater , the  Mac h 6 hypersonic  
tra nspo rt comes into i ts own a t dista nces  of about 4,000 miles. Vir tua lly  any  large 
airport on ea rth  can then  be reached in a few hours from the Un ited Sta tes . (9) 
An intere stin g possibility for both the  large  chemical and  nuc lear  air cra ft is the  
small rap id investigative or control operatio n deep inlan d. The combination of 
very large  air cra ft and  small  fixed or ro tary  wing aircra ft p rovides the capabil ity 
for rap id mov eme nt to any dis tant  area of i nte res t with  each large air cra ft car
ryin g some troops  as well as small  air cra ft or helico pters . Rea ching th e precise 
locat ion, th e small air cra ft or helicopte rs are  launched  in flight from the  large 
airc raf t. Upon comple tion of th eir  t ask  on t he  ground, the y lift off and re tur n to 
the lo iter ing mo the r ship for docking a nd the t rip  home.

New cargo ships.— Roll-on/roll-off, lift-on/lift-off, and  LASH (lighter -abo ard-  
ship) are  all available  now. Today’s level of autom ation also permits  operation  
of sh ips wi th aircra ft-type crews. For  example , a new cargo ship shou ld operate  
effect ively with three shifts, each comprising four  to five men. A fu ture  prospect  
is the nuc lea r cargo subm arine, partic ula rly  for fuel (POL) tra ns po rt.

In  s ummary, technology can give u s a new kind  of global mobil ity  in  the  post- 
1975 period.

2. Tactical Mobility— Land
Improved  stra tegic mobility would be wasted witho ut com pat ible  tac tical 

mobili ty; advances in firepower and  perc eption as well as in vehic le technology 
are coming and  will be of im por tanc e in thi s rega rd. The  Civil War was a war  of 
mov eme nt. The nex t 50 yea rs saw a large increase in firepower  with no cor respond
ing rise in ground mobility.  The  re sul t was a sta tic  war of pos ition , World  War I. 
The  Bli tzkr ieg signaled  a jum p in road mobility and  World  War II  showed fire
power an d mobility again  in balance. The  introdu ctio n of nu clear warheads once 
more alt ers  the picture.  Use of such weapons in land com bat  is likely to  lead to  
eith er th e requi rem ent  for fa r greater ba ttlef ield  mobility (e.g., 100-mph movemen t 
ra ther  t ha n the 15-mph speed of W orld War II ),  or a  s tat ic war of posi tion. (10)

In the unde rdeveloped areas of the  w’orld, which form a globa l be lt around  t he  
equ ato r, land mobility  is impeded by poor roads . While over  75%  of the U.S. 
Army vehicles are roadbound , 89% of the  Euras ian  per iphery  is traver sed  only 
by poor roads, if any . (11) These  regions have one advanta ge  over  the  United 
Sta tes : availab le manpower . Local superiori ty over thi s man pow er can only be 
at ta ined  by capit alizing on tactical mobility.

The  following general guidelines  app ly to land  mobility in th e 1970’s: (1) If  
roads are available, or if their  construct ion is justif ied by  an tic ipa ted  long dur ation 
use, t ruc ks provide t he  lowest  cost  tr anspo rta tion mode once the  in itia l movem ent 
phase is completed. (2) Off-road vehicles can be designed to  be part icu lar ly useful 
over most types of ter rain for dista nces  of less than  50 miles. Air vehicles are 
desirable  for d istances beyond 50 miles, and  for lesser d istan ces where t he  terr ain  
prohib its ground vehicles of an y kind.
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There  a re diverse new concep ts in land mobility:
Fa st wheeled a nd art icu late d off-road vehicles can replace slow tracked  vehic les.
Compound helicopters  and  je t VTOL (vertica l takeoff and  landing) combat 

air craf t are at  hand. Propeller powered tilt -wing VTOL tra nspo rt vehicles which 
can  fly at  speeds of 300 to 400 mph  are nea r. Improveme nts in noise redu ction , 
all-w eather takeoff a nd landing systems, new materials , and  o ther  VTOL concepts 
will, undoub tedly, widen the potent ial  app lica tions of land mobility  markedly  in 
th e 1970’s.

Heavy  lift helicopters  for  transp ort  of 20 to 30 ton payloads  over a distance of 
20 n aut ical miles will be in use.

Before leaving the subject of land mob ility , ano ther area of technological 
imp act  in the  1970’s must be mentioned. Mobility  vis-a-vis an opponent may, 
in fac t, be improved in two ways: increasing one’s own mobility  or decreas ing 
the enem y’s mob ility.

Advances in sensor technology offer one of the  few promising ways in which 
technology can be brou ght  to bear  aga inst a  prim itive , a lbei t inte lligent, opponent . 
Sensor barriers, in combination with air  mobile troops or homing weapons, may 
well play  a major role in s topping aggression w itho ut use of massive ground  forces. 
The  frequency spec trum  offers many possibi lities (e.g., side-looking airbo rne 
rad ar,  infra red, and  acousti c).(12, 13) Weap ons need not be inte gra l with the  
barr ier,  hence the  barrier  can be rap idly emplaced. Such a bar rier  is readily con
trol lable  so that  f riend ly units are not  denie d passage  thro ugh it.

3. Land Combat
It  should be'emph asized th at  con tinuat ion  of p resent U.S. and  Sovie t policies 

will mean th at  much  of the  land com bat  capa bili ty described here will be in the  
hands of o ther countries, i.e., recip ients  of m ilita ry assistance.

Air-to-surface and surface-to-surface miss iles.— Consider, for instance, an att ack 
on a bridge with a desired 90% pro bab ility of success. If bombs are used and the  
chance of des truc tion  with each bomb is 2%, a  to tal  of 115 bombs will be required.  
If weapon X  with 70% p robabil ity of success is available, two weapons X delivered  
in one sort ie can accomplish the  same task.  If th e b ridge is defended, the value of a 
redu ction in the num ber of sor ties would easily pay  for the  h igher cost of weapon 
X. If, in add ition, X can be launched in a s tand-o ff mode, fur the r gains in surviv
abil ity are achieved. The Walleye glide bomb, featuring TV contr ast  homing, is 
the first of a new generation  of precision delivery weapons. Beam riding and 
semiactive homing guidance systems are  likely. For example, the  target may 
be illum inated by a laser beam from a ground transm itte r, with the  reflected 
beam prov iding the  beacon for the  missile and  thus guiding it to the target . (14) 
Mul tiple  sensors and use of v ery short wave lengths offer other  reasons for predic
tion  of much more widespread use of tactical missiles in the  1975-85 period.

Night operations.—A revo lution in ground combat may result  from current 
resea rch on night vision ampli fication. Twenty-four  hour combat operation s using 
shifts  of t roops may become routine .

Convergence of air and ground operations.— The improvements in  an tit an k weap
ons will force t he  fu ture  tank to  rely more on indirect  fire and high-speed dash than  
on hea vy armor. The aerial  arti llery,  exemplified by the  Cheyenne assault  heli
copter, will also develop fur the r. In  fact , integral  air-ground com bat operations  
are  probable , with light, fast,  ai r and ground vehicles used inte rchangeably for 
personnel transp ort , reconnaissance, command and  control, and  weapon delivery 
(forward observer as well a s missile launch er) . Rapid  thrust s, probes, and  disen
gagem ents will then  be the  rule.

Nonlethal neutralization weapons.— Western tradit ion s diffe rent iate  between 
acceptable and unaccep table  weapons. Guns which kill are  considered proper; 
chemicals which only inca pac itat e tem porarily are  improper. Nevertheless, recent 
history has underscored  the  need  for the  abi lity  to  neutralize wi tho ut destroying 
(e.g., Cuban  quaran tine , Dominica n crises, urb an rioting).  T emp orary and humane 
contro l of numer ically supe rior crowds and  units is likely to  be a continuing re
quirement.  Neutral izat ion of personnel may be possible with  psychochemicals; 
(15, 16) barriers and  other devices can neutralize vehicles.

4. Sea Combat
The growing Soviet  merchant  mar ine and  nav y and  the  increasing importance 

of the  oceans as real es tat e underscore the  importance  of opera tions at  sea.
If la nd bases are unusable , floating  bases, hence naval ta sk forces, offer a valuable 

op tio n in s upport of land operatio ns. Global sea surveillance and  ad vanc ed air- to- 
sur fac e missiles may, however, make the  floating base a lmost as vulne rable  as the  
fixed base.
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For the  1970’s, s everal new concep ts are  of in terest :
High speed surface craf t: Speeds in the 50 to 100 kn ot range are possible  with 

hydrofoil  or pumped ai r cushion  (e.g., captu red  air  bubble) ships. Dyn amic lif t 
ships  may reach 100 t o 300-knot speeds.

VTOL air cra ft: Longer range VTOL air cra ft for tra ns po rt and  com bat  permit 
the use of more and smalle r ships as float ing bases. Amphibious ope rations  will 
increasingly give way to  air  movement dire ctly  from the  ship to the  inte rior of a 
lan d mass.

Modular con stru ctio n: Construction of ships shou ld prov ide much  increase d 
flexibility . The same vessel can serve alt ern ate ly as a one-ship ready str ike  force, 
ant isubm arine carr ier, mother  ship for high-speed pa tro l cra ft operations, or 
air cra ft maintenan ce base, wi tho ut length y shipya rd renovatio n.

5. Hide and Dash Tactics
One th rea d seems to weave throug h the  e ntir e discussion of ta ctical  operations . 

Increased perce ption (survei llance and tar ge t acquisition) and  im proved firepower 
place a premium on high speed and on the  abi lity  t o hide. Although at  bot h ends  
of the  spectru m—i.e ., the Polari s ballist ic missile submar ine concept  and the 
guerri lla—we con tinu ally  observe the success of “h iding tech nology,” it is sur - 

w prising how li ttle emphasis has been given to this  area. I believe t ha t thi s t end enc y
may be reversed in the  late  1970’s and  major emphasis devo ted to syst ems  for 
“hide and dash” operations. Camouflage and  silent movement are  obvious  
directions. Avoidance of exposed runw ays will give added imp etus  to VTO L 
vehicles. The  concept of tran siti on mobi lity, i.e., the  abi lity  to move from  one 
medium  (or its boundary) to ano ther , is par ticula rly  app ropriat e. For  “hide and 
dash” tac tics , it is important to move from the  air to the  ground and  from the  
ground to underground ; similarly, the re is a desire to move from ocean surface 
to underwater , from underwater  to ocean floor, and even from the ocean  floor 
into  the  subfloor  areas . Tunneling  and tem porary , shallow submergence are  two 
of the implied  capab ilitie s. It  is also eviden t th at  such operation s would  lead  to 
penetra tion s of the  opp onent’s territory which are much  deepe r a3 well as sho rte r
in duration.

I I I .  N E E D S

In the  in trod uct ion , I stressed the  im por tanc e of a  proper /bala nce and  interp lay  
between innovative thin king abo ut future  capa bilit ies and  future  needs . I would 
like to emphasiz e to this  Com mittee th at  long-range R. & D. efforts face grave, 
pot ent iall y cat astroph ic, difficulties if the  fut ure  needs of the nation are  not  
defined by equally  innovative people. There are, at  present, four prob lems:

A. Long-range objectives are  u nsu itab le for analysis of needs.
B. Vital  “sy stems” are inad equ ate ly understo od.
C. There is poor  meshing of objec tives , environmen t, and  needs.
D. Acce ptance of new needs must overcome overwhelming sociological, 

psychological, legal, and  organiza tional hurdle s.

A. Unsuitable Long-Range Objectives
Today ’s corporation tend s to have precisely  sta ted  objectives which  lend 

themselve s to act ive  p lann ing (e.g., $X million sales in 1975). N atio nal  objectives 
ten d to be vague, if they exist at  a ll (e.g., peace, freedom). Fu rth er,  env iron ments

• and  value s are  in a sta te of flux. Hence, objec tives  for the 1975 to  1985 period 
may  differ cons iderably  from those appl icab le today.

In a rec ent  conference of to p stra tegic planners , one d ominant the me  emerged :
“T o a degree  rare in histo ry, world leaders of t he  next decade will be moving 

into  a gre at unknown. Rules for world order,  wri tten less than  25 years ago, are
* already wearin g out.” (17)

The widening economic gap not only split s rich and  poor coun tries , bu t also 
separa tes even more widely the very rich  and  the  rich countries , as well as the  
societies within  them . The  growing gap between techno logical and social rate s 
of chance foste rs frustrations and  the re is growing rebellion  again st rigid, tra di 
tion al establishments  which are  unwilling or unable to cope with th is  imbalance .

There is an urgent need to  hypo thesize posi tive new objectives, to  “t ry  them 
on for size,” so t ha t the ir implied needs may be analyzed. The feedb ack,  in turn, 
will assist in determin ing the feasib ility of the objec tive itself.

The  wide range  of poss ible objec tives and  potent ial  needs is r eadily illu strated 
in terms  of two hypothetical and strongly  opposing U.S. can did ate  postures  for 
1980 an d beyond.



Posture I.— One consequence of the struggles within the United  States might be the birth of the post-industrial (or post-mass consumption) state formulated by Professor Daniel Bell of Columbia University. (23) While competition with the Soviet Union is still present in this event, it no longer serves as such a crucial source of objectives for national planning. On an equal basis in Posture I is the concept of the unacceptabil ity of the  sta tus quo ante. In this society,  technological and social change have been brought into reasonable harmony. Technology has been mastered in the sense that  the individual intellect, rather than bureaucracy, has expanded in power and is in full control. This posture obvious ly presupposes an awesome acceleration of social progress, as well as acceptance of long-range policy planning. Joint industry-government long-range planning may become the rule.7 (18) Internationally, more subtle and disciplined use of power as an instrument of foreign policy (as in the Cuban missile crisis) is desired. There is less massive dependence on the “ threa t to national security”  as a basis for the creation of needs. Revolutions are no longer considered automatically a threat  to the United States.
Posture II .— Since the majority  of Americans bask in the highest standard of living the world has ever seen, conservation of the status quo becomes an increasingly attra ctive  alternative. In this posture, decision making is pragmatic, with a minimum of long-range policy  planning. The Soviet Union and Communism remain the overriding threats to American security. The widening gaps between rich and poor are considered to be irrevocable. Maintenance of internal law and order is considered of paramount concern. Limited U.S.  areas of influence are maintained, if necessary, by  force. There are major advantages to this approach. It  is almost certainly preferred by the various vested interests over an approach which harbors great uncertainties. A major ity of the population, the financial community, labor, and industry, as well as the military , should feel far more comfortable with this posture. Nevertheless, there are problems with Posture II:
A hard line with respect to U.S . policy on poverty  may breed more and more violence.
Conventional wars have become more unpopular with each war in this century and the estrangement between youth and the adult  management complex (including the government) is deepening throughout the advanced world..An increasing minority may  refuse to accept the “ boredom” of a status quo oriented mass production and consumption society.
Another country, e.g., Japan , may decide to strive  for Posture I and take on the role of new leader, leavin g the United States militar ily strong vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, but no longer very influential in the world.
The  contrasting objectives represented by these two postures are reflected in the associated hypothetical defense force trends shown in Ta ble I. Neither posture envisions drastic disarmament. However, Posture II implies a  greater role for th e military in the U.S. culture than does Posture I. With Posture I, new governmental organizations may be created to take over some functions performed within the Department of Defense. Also, joint government-industry planning could be expected to pursue vigorou sly major new programs such as the space and deep ocean development programs, large-scale regional and urban development, environmental control, transportation, and educational system projects.Obviously,  the difference in objectives and postures has a powerful impact on weapons and space systems in the post-1975 period.
Failure to establish clearly  defined alternative objectives is rooted strongly, but not solely, in the other three basic problems.

T abl e I.— Hypothetical defense force trends in support of—
PO ST URE I PO ST U R E II

Total war
Maintenance of assured nuclear  de

struction capability in a retal iatory 
strike

Emphasis on R& D rath er than 
production competition in strategic 
offense/defense

No concern for quantitative weapon 
matching

Maintenance of assured nuclear de
struction capa bility in a retalia tory 
strike

Large ballistic missile defense system
Emphasis on quantita tive superiority 

in all strategic areas

’ Only France now has a rudim entary joint  planning sy stem.
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Conventional threats

Reduced general-purpose  forces 
Two yea r “national service” or e limi

nat ion of draft  and upgrading of pro
fessional (“el ite” ) forces

Deemphasis  of conventional war  be
tween “nea r-eq uals”

Unorthodox responses, e.g., novel 
land- seabarrie rs, gue rril la ac tivation

Continu ing large general-purpose  
forces and emphasis on conventional 
milita ry response

Contin uat ion  of draft  and curre nt 
typ e forces; minim al “eli te” forces

Underdeveloped country and internal threats

New missions an d forces (professional 
or “na tional  serv ice”  draftees)

Examples
Sophist icated barriers 
Com munications/ information “ war 

fare”
Para guerril la units
Massive  regional development forces

for selected  areas  
Large-scale tra ining programs  
(The las t fou r funct ions might not

be within  t he  De partm ent of De
fense)

Reduction in conventio nal mil itary 
equ ipment in suppor t of foreign govern
ments and  stre ss on other typ es of 
assistance

Gene ral-p urpose forces used in re
sponse

Strong  rio t control capabi lity  
Con tinu ing em phasis on conventional

equ ipm ent  in mil itary supp or t of for
eign gove rnments

B. Inadequate ly Understood Systems
The following twTo examples illu stra te our difficulties in understand ing  systems 

where man,  the social organism, is cen tral  to the  system .
Study of the Cuban “system ” led key U.S. decision makers to the  conviction 

th at  the Cuban s would rise up and over throw the suppo sedly  unpopular  Cas tro 
regime as soon as the  Bay of Pigs invasion was effected.

In  Danie l Mo ynihan’s new book, “M axim um Feasib le Misun der standing ,” he 
observes th at  the ultimate source  of fai lure of the  comm unity action programs of 
the  pov erty war was the  appl icat ion of half -baked social science; the poverty  
warrio rs assumed  the y had a scientific answer when wh at the y real ly had was 
merely  a n interestin g hypothesis . (19)

The “system s approach” grew out of the appl icat ion of m athematic s, engineer 
ing, and  economics in an inte rdiscipl inary fashion to stra tegic weapons planning, 
i.e., to ta l nucle ar war, in the 1950’s. I ts success was th e resul t of the w ell- stru ctured  
na ture of the problems, and  the  lack of mil itary user experience in strategic  
nucleai’ warfare.  In  tradit ion al European -type “co nventional”  warfar e betw een 
near-equals,  the problems are no t so wel l-structured.  As ma n’s role is far  larger, 
the elements of the  “system ” and the ir inte rac tion s are no t well und ers too d. 
Milita ry experience, ra ther  than  systems analys is, mu st provide the primary 
basis for plan ning.

Unfor tun ate ly,  Vietnam is nei ther  in the conventional European  tra di tio n nor 
total  war, and the  needs analys t faces a dilem ma: neither mil itar y experience nor  
today’s system s analysis provide ade quate  in sight. Worse, the  w idening economic 
gap suggests th at in the  1980 per iod wars between nonequals are  likely to be the  
normal ra ther  than  the  exceptiona l type . Underdeveloped societies are highly 
complex systems and  man, the social organism, is an overriding fac tor  in revolu
tionar y warfare.

The social and behavioral sciences are making progress; bu t we stil l have very  
serious bot tlenecks in research. It  is as if we were to build an air  defense system 
while the  resea rchers are ju st  beginning to unra vel the  fun dame nta ls of wave 
propagation. For  example, corruption, a key factor in und erdeveloped countries, 
still “is a lmost taboo as a resea rch topic.” (20) A recent analysis of 84 countries  for 
the  period 1948-1962 has found substan ce in the hypo thes is th a t the  fast er the  
rat e of change in the moderniz ation  process within any  given socie ty, the higher 
the  level of pol itical  ins tab ility w ithin tha t society. (21)



Another study  has shown t ha t revolutions tend to follow periods of significant 
improvem ent which raise aspirations. Subsequent failures then create a gap be
tween expectations and aspirations. (22) This would help to explain the marked 
increase in riots following the dramatic  legislative gains in U.S. civil rights in 1964. 
We need to do more research in these phenomena, b ut efforts in this direction have 
generally been frowned upon by many—including the  Congress.

Our inadequate understanding of the system, of its elements, and  of their  inter
actions has the  result tha t highly desirable technological advances can have major 
undesirable imbalancing effects. For example, the transistor radio is revolutionizing 
the pr imitive illiterate societies. In Latin America, there are  over 39 million radios, 
about one per family. In Africa, there  are at least 6 million. The masses are thus 
no longer disengated and frus tration increases.(21) We simply do not know how 
to transform such a primitive and il literate society into an industria l and l iterate 
society without creating serious imbalances.

The inadequa te understanding of systems, coupled with widely expressed, 
overoptimistic claims about  “technological fixes,” is undoubtedly contributing 
fuel to the flames of opposition to technology as a dehumanizing factor .
C. Poor Meshing of Objectives, Environment, and Needs

A considerable body of analyses of futu re environments, e.g., Herman Kahn’s 
alternative worlds, (23) exists. However, the translat ion of these environments 
into poten tial missions poses problems.

Lack of creative, innovative thinking has the effect tha t a new environment will 
lead to familiar objectives and unchanged missions. The typical organization will 
study the environments given to it and  deduce the need for precisely those missions 
which it  already fills even though  a new generation of its hardware systems, or 
increased quantit ies of hardware, may be indicated. For example, the objective of 
combating future guerrilla threa ts in an underdeveloped region is viewed as giving 
rise to a need for more divisions and wings of airc raft. A strong, interdisciplinary 
approach is absolutely necessary to develop new a lternatives and challenge old 
responses.

Ted Sorensen reports (24) that,  during the Cuban missile crisis, President 
Kennedy was presented by the Join t Chiefs of Staff with three conventional 
alterna tives: (1) no action, (2) invasion, and (3) air s trike. However, his kitchen 
cabinet introduced an equal number of unorthodox alterna tives: (4) diplomatic 
pressure, (5) secret approach to Castro, and (6) indirect military action (quaran
tine). I would suggest tha t this type of activi ty can and should occur much earlier, 
as well as more vigorously, in t he planning cycle. And it should have the benefit 
of inputs from many others beyond the State and Defense Department planners. 
Somehow the thoughtful or emotional inputs of youth, minorities, and natives 
of the  third  world, as well as those of the behavioral, social, or physical scientist 
or engineer must be considered. The  Peace Corps volunteer and the foreign service 
officer—no less than the teenager and his parents—face a communication gap.
D. Overwhelming Problems of Acceptance of New Needs

I shall confine myself to two aspects of this subject : organizational inflexibility 
and short-range  orientation.

1. Organizational Inflexibility
Success, maturity, and size combine to produce inflexibility. Henry Kissinger 

has observed:
“The problem of policymaking in our society confronts the difficulty tha t 

revolutionary changes have to be encompassed and dealt with by an increasingly 
rigid administra tive structure .” (25)

In today’s world, the most perfect organization for 1969 is almost certainly 
a highly imperfect one for 1979. If addition of new organizations is difficult, 
elimination of obsolete organizations is virtually impossible.8 It  is interesting to 
note, in the  area of defense establishments, that the highly praised Israel Defense 
Forces are both small and young; furthermore, senior officers retire before the age 
of 50. Some of the  most innovative concepts in the U.S. military establishment 
have been advanced by small organizations (e.g., Combined Action Platoons). 
It  is food for thought tha t a count ry with a very strong attachment to tradition, 
Great Britain, is lagging significantly in national growth, whereas a country very 
willing to shed t radition, Japa n, is showing most remarkable growth.

8 We recall Parkinson’s example of the Bri tish  A dmiral ty: between 1914 and  1928 A dmiral ty officials in
creased in num ber  by 78%, while cap ita l ships in commission decreased by  67%.(26)
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2. Short-Range Orientation
Another factor standing in the way of the  acceptance of change is the emphasis 

on short-range planning traditionally favored in the United States. The recent 
interest in “futures” research in the United  States  and Europe,9 as well as these 
Hearings, hopefully signi fy greater recognition of action-oriented, long-range 
strategic and policy planning.  As Dr. Erich Jantsch has concluded, governm ent 
faces “a big jump if it is to assume the leading role in shaping the future.”  (27) 

E. Discussion
The difficulties facing our government and society which I have just  described 

may negate much of the technological potential for the 1970’s and 1980’s. Vital  
needs cannot or will not be pursued in terms of technology,  and technological 
capabilities may be implemented which are not needed.

Some actions, such as the following, at the federal level may alleviate this 

dilemma:
(1) Recognit ion of long-range strategic and policy planning. If short-range 

problems are not to drive out long-range thinking, an attit ude of long-range com
mitment must pervade the federal government. Assignment of a top-level federal  
executive to concentrate fully on coordination of long-range planning should 
prove beneficial.10 This  planner can—

(а) Coordinate the meshing of future objectives, environment, and needs 
throughout the organization;

(б) Init iate  consideration of potential new policy objectives;
(c) Study  feedback from the resulting analyses made at the various levels 

of the organization;
(d) Propose alternative actions to the decision-making bodies;
(c) Determine the adequacy of interdisciplinary and innovative thinking 

at the various levels and recommend improvements; and
(/) Receive ideas from external sources (e.g., look-out institutions) and 

feed them into the system.
(2) Increased exposure to  environment and field experimentation. Where tradi

tional military experience and systems analysis fail, ways must be found to create 
experience and to gain a better  understanding of ill-structured systems. Two 

directions are indicated:
(а) A sharp increase in field experimentation programs. Experimental military 

units (e.g., brigades, platoons) can examine novel missions and concepts of opera
tion. 11 Carefully  calibrated social experiments can study the v alid ity  of local  action 
concepts.

(б) More direct, extended exposure to the environment. This can be accom
plished by having  men assigned to work directly  in the desired areas (e.g., villages) 
to become familiar with the problems, or by takin g into the organization men with 
such backgrounds (e.g., Peace Corps graduates).

(3) Increased organizational flexibili ty.
(а) Decentralization of ve ry large organizations facili tates  innov ative  planning; 

it promotes competition which encourages flexibility. Incentives should be pro
vided to managers and officers to  keep their organizations small. Decentralizat ion 
might revive the lost art of “ thinking small”  in the use of resources for defense 
purposes. A federal agency inside or even outside the Department of Defense 
designed specifically to handle low-level conflicts in a truly interdisciplinary way 
with small resources might prove very efficient.

(б) Permanent functional organizations may often be replaced by temporary 
organizations. Project-oriented groups or task  forces normally have this  character
istic: they terminate upon completion of the project. Bureaucratic departmental
ization was a most useful invention of the industrial revolution,  but its rigidity 
is ill-suited to achieve flexibility. (28, 29) Periodic creation of interdisciplinary 
teams for need innovation is desirable. Such teams should include not only those 
experienced in the field of concern (e.g., users or developers of present systems) 
and creative thinkers, but also individuals who can consider the political, legal, 
and organizational hurdles which must be overcome to gain acceptance of such 

new needs.

’ Exam ples: Commission for the  Year  2000, Insti tu te  of the  Fu ture , World Fu tu re  Society, and  new 
journals— The Futurist, Futures , Technological Forecasting.

10 I t is m y understanding th at  Professor He nry Kissinger’s role wi th Preside nt Nixon approximates thi s 

position.
u T he  U.S. Arm y’s expe rime ntal  Air Mobile Brigade at  Fo rt Benning,  Georgia is an excellent e xample 

which led  to  a real innov ative el ement of our Vie tnam  experience—the  Air Mobile Divisions .
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(4) Shifting emphasis in problem solving. The widening gap between tech
nology and the social-behavioral sciences has been emphasized. A greater emphasis 
on the application of our most creative  as well as action-oriented brainpower 
in the lagging areas is needed to gain a deeper understanding through both 
theory  and experiment. The government can provide incentives to encourage 
such a shift.

I have stressed the needs side of the technological forecasting coin to empha
size one point: unless we think more seriously about alternat ive future U.S. direc
tions, translate  these into tasks, and tasks into needs, our future decision makers 
will not have the choice of options which technology could make available.

IV . C O N C LU SIO N S

Technological forecasting in the weapons and space area for the post-1975 
period points to a number of potential issues involving U.S. foreign policy. The most 
important environmental fa ctor  concerning our policies in this era is the phenom
enon of widening gaps— between countries and within the United States. These 
gaps increase frustrations and decrease the abili ty to communicate. They also 
mean that conventional conflicts, based on the tradition of wars between equals, 
become less and less likely .

Global communications may not alter the widening communications gap be
tween different societies. In  fact, such communications may have deleterious effects 
by increasing frustrations. The  one bright spot is the global educational satellite 
transmission concept.

Technology leads us further toward  instant global involvement. Global surveil
lance of air, ocean, and land areas should provide early information on any major 
movements. Investigative, control, or strike teams can be a irlifted directly to the 
point of interest deep inland and return, without requiring the use of airports 
in the area. The abili ty to place people and light arms a t virtually any point on 
earth within hours and to lift  heavier equipment and large quantities of troops to 
any airstrip within a few days provides both capabil ity and danger. It will place 
unprecedented burdens on the President. Extended airborne and ocean loitering 
or patrol, as well as surface or subsurface prepositioning of equipment, will be 
possible, and the independence on overseas bases will be sharply reduced.

“ Dash and hide” tactics should be enhanced by shallow and deep ocean hiding, 
off-road movement on land, underground tunneling, and camouflage, as well as 
improved reconnaissance, warhead, and weapon guidance technologies.

The most likely source of conventional conflict toda y is the military assistance 
which the two superpowers furnish to the rest of the world. In the future, other 
technologically advanced countries will be able to pour sophisticated conventional 
equipment (e.g., tanks, aircraft, missiles) onto the world market and become 
arsenals for the trouble-plagued third world. Proliferation of these weapons can 
be as dangerous as prol iferation of nuclear weapons.

In an era of “cost effectiveness,”  it is ironic that  the Vietnam War is possibly 
the least cost-effective war this country  has ever fought. Nontechnological solu
tions are of overriding importance and progress in behavioral and social “ tech
nology” is rela tively  slow. Effec tive regional development efforts suffer under the 
same weaknesses. Underdeveloped societies are complex, ill-structured “systems.” 
Our abil ity to help them in balanced growth, in rapid modernization without 
adverse disruptive effects, remains unclear.

Greater exploitation of outer and inner space, particularly for commercial 
purposes, is inevitable. The costs and technologies required suggest that  only the 
two superpowers are like ly to be heavily committed for some time. Precedent 
would raise hopes that both outer space and deep ocean areas will remain res 
communes, i.e., in open t itle.

Top priority should be given to developing insight into needs. We require a 
true interdisciplinary approach, experimentation, creative small-scale thinking, 
and above all, dedication. We do not need structure-heavy  organizations with 
giant budgets to support them.

The challenge, in my view, is the achievement of a proper match between 
technological capabilities and the definition of future needs in a dangerously  
shrinking world. At the heart of this problem is the deepening chasm between 
technological and social progress. If we do not meet this challenge, we may have 
a force which is technologically the most advanced and deadly, but at the same 
time impotent and obsolete. Planning for “ more of the same” in the 1980 period 
may either constrain American domestic and foreign policies in certain channels
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or provide capabilities which are catastroph ical ly irre levant  in suppor t of the  
preferred policies.

In fact, both  we and  the  Russ ians could find ourselves  in the  position of two 
dinosaurs facing each oth er in deadly  confron tation, oblivious  to the  tides  of 
change  which are rising to engul f them.

Technology must be neither the  master nor  the  uninvolved bys tander ; it must 
be the serv ant of U.S. goals and  policies. Posi tive goals mus t be set which are 
wor thy of the most advanced natio n the  ea rth  has ever seen. To th is end, imag ina
tive  think ing in te rms  of possible  future policy object ives, strategies, and missions 
mus t be forced into  th e planning cycle ear ly. Jo in t s tud y of task s and technological 
capabilities may then enable us to perceive new t asks which should give to  Ameri
cans the  unifying and  coheren t mot ivat ion they  desp erat ely seek.
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S T A T E M E N T O P D R. H A R O L D A. TI N S T O N E, A S S O CI A T E DI R E C T O R
F O R D E V E L O P M E N T P L A N NI N G S Y S T E M S A N A L Y SI S, L O C K H E E D
AI R C R A F T C O R P.

D r. L i n s t o n e . M r. C h ai r m a n, I w o ul d li k e t o t h a n k y o u a n d t h e 
m e m b e r s of t hi s c o m mitt e e f o r e xt e n di n g t o m e t h e p ri vil e g e of p a rti c i
p ati n g i n t h e s e h e a ri n g s.

I mi g ht n ot e t h at I h a v e f u r ni s h e d t o y o u r st aff c o n s ult a nt al s o a 
c o p y of o n e of t h e cl a s sifie d Mi r a g e st u di e s, w hi c h y o u m e nti o n e d, s o 
it i s a v ail a bl e t o y o u.

M r. Z a b l o c k i  (t o s u b c o m mitt e e). A s y o u r kit h a s i n di c at e d, t hi s 
st u d y i s a v ail a b l e f o r s u b c o m mitt e e m e m b e r s i n t h e c o m mitt e e r o o m. »

D r. L i n s t o n e . B ef o r e pl u n gi n g i n, I a m r e mi n d e d of a st at e m e nt 
b y w hi c h D a nt e r e s e r v e d a s p e ci al pl a c e f o r f o r e c a st e r s, w h e n h e s ai d, i n 
hi s “ Di vi n e C o m e d y ” : “ All f o r e c a st e r s m u st ci r cl e e n dl e s sl y a b o ut a 
b ott o ml e s s pit i n h ell w it h t h ei r h e a d s t u r n e d b a c k w a r d s o n t h ei r *
s h o ul d e r s s o t h a t t h ei r c o pi o u s t e a r s will fl o w d o w n t h e cl eft of t h ei r 
b utt o c k s b e c a u s e t h e y t ri e d t o l o o k t o o f a r a h e a d. ”

Wit h s o m e t r e pi d ati o n of t h e f a t e a w aiti n g m e, I will p r o c e e d.
A m e a ni n gf ul f o r e c a st m u st b e t h e r e s ult of a di al o g b et w e e n w h at 

w e c a n d o a n d w h at w e w a nt t o d o, b et w e e n t h e e xt r a p ol ati o n of c u r
r e nt t e c h n ol o gi c al c a p a biliti e s i nt o t h e f ut u r e a n d f ut u r e n e e d s o r 
r e q ui r e m e nt s b a c k t o t h e p r e s e nt.

I will t al k a b o ut t h e s e t w o a s p e ct s a n d s o m e i m pli c ati o n s.
Fi r st, w h at a b o ut t h e c a p a biliti e s ?

S T R A T E G I C  O F F E N S E / D E F E N S E

W e f o u n d i n t h e st u di e s of t h e l at e 1 9 5 0’ s t h a t d et e r r e n c e of a n 
att a c k o n t h e U nit e d St at e s b y  t h r e a t of m a s si v e r et ali ati o n w a s 
f e a si bl e e v e n if e n e m y w e a p o n i m p r o v e m e nt s i n t h e n e xt d e c a d e w e r e 
c o n si de r e d.

W e f o u n d al s o t h at ot h e r st r at e g i c mi s si o n s, s u c h a s wi n ni n g t h e 
w a r if d et e r r e n c e f ail e d, r e q ui r e d a d ef e n s e t h a t w o ul d b e e x c e e di n gl y 
diffi c ult t o a c hi e v e.

N o w, a d e c a d e a n d a t o r r e nt of st u di e s l at e r, t h e r e i s littl e r e a s o n 
t o c h a n g e t h e s e st at e m e nt s. If t h e e n e m y d e v el o p s g r e at e r w a r h e a d 
a c c u r a c y a n d / o r yi el d, y o u c a n g o b o u n d e r w at e r c a p s ul e b a si n g, 
s u p e r h a r d e n e d sil o s, l a n d- m o bil e mi s sil e s, m o r e s u b m a ri n e-l a u n c h e d ,
mi s sil e s, o r ai r-l a u n c h e d n u cl e a r st a n d off mi s sil e s, t o n a m e j u st a f e w 
o pti o n s.

If t h e e n e m y a c c o m pli s h es a b r e a kt h r o u g h i n s u b m a ri n e d et e cti o n 
c a p a bil it y, w e c a n l a u n c h mi s sil e s f r o m a g r e at e r r a n g e o r f r o m m u c h „
g r e at e r d e pt h.

If h e i m p r o v e s hi s b alli sti c mi s sil e d ef e n s e, w e c o ul d g o t o f r a cti o n al- 
o r bit b alli sti c s y st e m s, l ofti n g, m ulti pl e i n d e p e n d e nt r e e nt r y v e hi cl e s, 
el e ct r o ni c c o u nt e r m e a s ur e s, m a n e u v e ri n g b alli sti c r e e nt r y v e hi cl e s o r 
b o o st- gli d e v e hi cl e s w hi c h c a n c r ui s e at l o w altit u d e n e a r t h e t a r g et.

Wit h s u c h a m e n u t h e r e i s littl e n e e d t o c o n si d e r still m o r e e x oti c 
c o n c e pt s s u c h a s d o o m s d a y m a c hi n e s w hi c h h a v e b e e n m e nti o n e d i n 
t h e lit e r at u r e a n d w hi c h D r. Ki st i a k o w s k y h a s al r e a d y all u d e d t o.

T h e i nf o r m ati o n s ci e n c e s m a y b e c o n si d e r e d t h e gl a m o r fi el d f o r 
t h e p e ri o d of i nt e r e st. W e will b e a ut o m ati n g m o r e i nt ell e ct u al
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activities. Two examples of the impact of compute r technology are 
computer-aided contingency planning and global surveillance.

In 1980 contingency planning in a crisis can be performed in near- 
real time and alternatives  quickly analyzed to assist the decision
makers. Question: Does th is guarantee  bet ter decisions?

Continuous surveillance of global air and ocean traffic by  satel lites, 
will be possible and even large scale movement patt erns  on land may 
be detectable .

The cri tical uncer tainty lies in the  magnitude  of advances in pat tern  
recognition. We want  this for near-automatic analysis of the da ta so 
tha t the outpu t gives us only anomalies. Otherwise we will be faced 
with a d ata  deluge. Another m ajor problem is the presentat ion of the  
information to the decisionmakers.

With more of our “nervous system” in space, its defense may 
become a val id mission in the 1980’s. Passive defense by redundancy, 
increased power levels, and more dist ant  orbits would be the choice 
over active defense in view of both technical problems and the 1966 
space treaty .

SPACE

Let us turn to inner and outer space. Federal programs have been 
strong functions of the “th rea t” jus t like those in the defense area. 
Sputnik I launched a major U.S. space program; absence of a deep- 
ocean threat  has seriously impeded deep-ocean research and tech
nology.

In the 1975-90 period we can use unmanned spacecraft to explore 
the entire so lar system. Practical applications in inner and o uter  space, 
such as automated manufacturing in space and mining of the ocean 
floor, may have major payoff.

The direct  broadcast satellite for voice and TV transmission to 
community  receivers in underdeveloped countries is another example. 
Global educational and ins tan t access information systems will be 
possible. Again a question: Will impatience be the result and lead to 
more frus trat ion and violence in these areas? A charismatic leader can 
exploit the superior communications that  will be available at  tha t 
time in underdeveloped countries.

For manned missions, we can have  extended orbital and deep-ocean 
research, test, and evalua tion stations.  In  the 1980’s a m anned Mars 
landing and retu rn (eight-man crew, 20 days on Mars) and occupation 
of the mid-Atlantic  ridge under the ocean are possible.

Recoverable booster vehicles are the solution to cost problems if 
the number and value of applications and other space operations  is 
sufficiently high.

Precedents set in the pas t raise hopes that both oute r space and 
deep ocean areas will remain in open title.

MOBILITY

Integra ted planning and control of air and sealift will be  atta inable 
with containerization and computer-aided control. By 1985 large 
nuclear aircraft with unlimited range  are a dis tinct possibility. And the  
hypersonic transport (mach 6) may be expected in the 1985-95 period.

An interes ting possibility for both the large subsonic chemical and 
nuclear aircra ft is the small rapid  precision operation deep in a  dis tant
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area. All in all, we will be far less dependent on overseas bases than at 
present.

Improved strategic mobility would be wasted withou t compatible 
tactical mobility. Fast-wheeled and articulated off-road vehicles, 
compound helicopters, 400 m ph tilt-wing VTOL transports  and 50- to 
150-miles-per-hour naval surface patrol craft are just  a few of the 
concepts under development.

Another area of technological impact must be mentioned. Sensor 
barriers, in combination with air-mobile troops or homing weapons, 
may well play a major role in stopping aggression without use of mas
sive ground forces.

TA C TIC A L CO MBA T

Much wider use of tactical missiles is anticipated. Multisensor sys
tems will exploit a much wider portion of the frequency spectrum. 
Night vision amplification may permit 24-hour combat operations.

Convergence of air and ground operations is probable, with light, 
fast air and ground vehicles used interchangeably. Hiding has been 
successfully exploited at both ends of the spectrum, by guerrillas and 
Polaris submarines. Camouflage, silent engines, tunneling, and multi- 
media vehicles will enhance hiding in the future.

Grea ter perception, g reater firepower, and greater  mobility in com
bination  suggest swift and deep, surgically precise, thrus ts and equally 
rapid disengagements. They clearly imply “dash and hide” tactics.

Another technological area of great potentia l is t ha t of neutraliza 
tion of personnel and equipment without  their destruction. The grow
ing specter of war between nonequals, as well as escalation dangers, 
lends significance to it.

If we add up all these capabilities we conclude tha t improvements in 
transportation , energy control, sensory perception, partia l automation 
of intellectual activities, and new materials will present us with an un
precedented ability to project  human presence or destructive power 
anywhere extremely fast—for in stan t involvement.

The question: Will i t place an impossibly heavy burden on decision
making?

M IL IT A R Y  A SSIS T A N C E

Today the two superpowers furnish the bulk of mi litary equipment 
to the rest of the world. In the future  other  advanced countries can 
well pour sophisticated conventional equipment onto the world market 
and become arsenals for the trouble plagued third world.

The proliferation of these weapons can be as dangerous as the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

I have talked about capabilities. I would like to turn  now to the 
other side of the coin, the needs.

N E E D S

This brief picture of capabilities tells us litt le unless we can balance 
it by a look at future needs or requirements. We recall the adage 
“Necessity is the mother of invention.”

There  are indeed some gaping holes. A clue is the ironic fact tha t in 
an era of cost effectiveness the Vietnamese war is the least cost effective 
war this country  has ever fought.
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In st an t pro jec tion of pow er will no t assure  mili ta ry  vic tory. Ev en  
mili ta ry  victo ry c an spe ll ove rall  de fea t, as the wa r in Algeria  d em on 
st ra ted.

I would like  to po in t to fou r pro blems  which cause gra ve  d ifficultie s 
in de ter mi nin g req uirem en ts.

A. Lon g-rang e ob jec tiv es  are  inad eq ua te  for  needs analyses.
I t is urgent th a t we tr y  new ob jec tives on for  size and  stud y th e 

impl ied req uirem en ts to find “good ris k” pa ths to follow.
There  is a wid er ran ge  of poss ible goal s and  polic ies for thi s co un try  

th an  eve r before. Th e wea pons and  space req uirem en ts depend 
stron gly on the choices  made.

Is it  des irable  to ha ve  in st an t bo rder  barri ers  to sto p aggress ion 
acros s lines? S hould  we ha ve  global education  sy stems? S hou ld we ha ve  
a na tio n building  ass istance  agency  to  do the kin d of th ing  we ha ve  
tried  to do in the pa st  in  Vietnam  in a dif ferent  w ay? Should we s tre ss  
tra in ing of o the rs an d do war b y proxy,  if we do it  a t all?

These  are  some of th e quest ion s whi ch need to be addressed . I t  is 
ce rta inly  c lear  t ha t th e Un ite d St ates  as a pos t-industrial or p ost-m ass - 
consum pti on  soc iety has va stl y dif fer ent needs th an  does the Un ite d 
St ates  as a conserva tor  of the stat us  quo.

Th e second po in t is :
B. In ad eq ua te ly  understood sys tem s.
This Nat ion resembles the soph ist ica ted  and  successful pa re nt  

bew ilde red by  his wayw ard  teenag er. Th e pa re nt  th ink s he knows th e 
problem. And  so he n eve r learns ab ou t i t. He  lavish es we alt h but lit tle 
unde rst an din g. He  tal ks  bu t does no t listen.  He  thi nk s he is wi th it  
bu t he does no t even make the  scene.

Danie l M oy niha n obse rves  in his new book “M axim um  Feas ibl e 
M isu nd er sta nd ing” th at  the ul tim ate sou rce  of failure of th e com
mun ity  ac tio n prog ram s of the po ve rty  war was the ap pl icat ion of 
half-bak ed socia l scie nce ; the po ve rty  warrio rs assu med th ey  ha d a 
scientif ic ans wer wh en  w ha t they  real ly had was merely  an in te rest ing 
hyp oth esi s.

Le t us con sider the po pu lar  ter m “ the syste ms  ap proa ch .” We  
find th at  i t g rew  o ut o f t he  app lic ati on  of mathe mat ics a nd  en gineer ing  
and  economics to to ta l nucle ar wa r in the 1950’s.

It s success was the res ult  of two fac tor s:
1. Th e absen ce of mili tary  use r expe rienc e, and
2. Th e we ll- str uc tur ed  na tu re  of the problem s.

Man, the social organis m, is no t cent ra l to suc h miss ions.  In  con 
ventional,  or Eur op ea n typ e, wa rfa re m an ’s role  is mu ch lar ge r and  
mili ta ry  exp erience , ra th er  th an  syste ms  ana lys is, can  prov ide  the 
do mina nt  bas is for  plan ning.

But  Vi etn am  is ne ith er  in the co nven tio na l Eu ro pe an  trad it io n 
nor to ta l war.  Nei th er  m ili ta ry  ex perience  n or to da y’s sy ste ms  a nalys is 
pro vid e ad eq ua te  ins igh t. Worse,  the widen ing  economic gap in th e 
post -1975 per iod  with which this comm ittee  is con cerned  to da y 
suggests th at suc h war s be tween  nonequals  mus t be  con sidered the 
normal, ra th er  th an  the exc ept ional, typ e.

Still  worse, th e wider th e economic gap the wid er the  comm unica 
tion gap. Th e Pe ace Corps  w ork er and  th e Foreign Service  o r mili ta ry  
officer have  th e sam e pro blem as the tee nager and his pa rent .
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Underdeveloped societies are highly complex systems. We simply 
do not know how to transform such a society into an industr ial, 
litera te one without creating serious imbalances.

The social and behavioral sciences are making progress, bu t they 
have very far to go. It  is as if we were trying to build an air defense 
system while our researchers are jus t beginning to unravel the funda
mentals of wave propagation.

We must pursue a truly interdisciplinary  approach. We need ex
perimentation, we need creative thinking and, above all, dedication.

C. The poor meshing of objectives, environment, and needs.
At present the typical organization studies future environments  

and deduces the need for precisely those missions which it already 
fills.

Lack of creative and innovative thinking leads to the effect t ha t 
a new environment will result only in familiar objectives and un
changed missions.

Increased quantit ies of hardware or a new generation of existing 
hardware may be requested. Future guerrilla threats in an under
developed region are seen as a need for more divisions and wings of 
aircraft.

In his book on Presiden t Kennedy,  Ted Sorensen relates tha t 
during the Cuban missile crisis President Kennedy was presented by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff with three conventional alternatives : no 
action, invasion, and airstrike. However, his kitchen cabinet intro
duced an equal number of unorthodox alternat ives: diplomatic pres
sure, a secret approach to Castro,  and indirect military action, i.e., 
quarant ine.

Innovation in developing requirements must match  innovation in 
technology and their  interac tion must take place earlier in the planning 
cycle than it has in the past.

D.  Overwhelming problems of acceptance.
1 shall mention only two aspects: organizational inflexibility and 

short-range orientation.
Success, m aturity, and size combine to produce inflexibility. Henry 

Kissinger has observed:
The  problem of policy mak ing in our society confronts the difficulty th at  

revolu tion ary  changes have to be encompassed  a nd dea lt with by an increasingly 
rigid adm inis trat ive  s tructure.

In a world of changing technology the most perfect organization for 
1969 is almost certainly a highly imperfect one for 1979.

It  is incongruous tha t we fear organizational change.
Short-range orientation is traditionally favored in America. Long- 

range strategic  and policy planning is new. I t makes us much less the 
prisoner of external actions.

It  is much less dependent on reaction or response to a threat  to 
which we are so accustomed.

There are some ways to alleviate these four difficulties. A recogni
tion  of long-range commitment must pervade the Federal Govern
ment. Assignment of a top level Federal executive to concentrate 
fully on coordination of long-range planning at all levels should prove 
beneficial. He can init iate  the dialog, introduce new policy alter 
natives for study, and help to mesh future objectives with require-
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ments throughout the Government. More field experimentation  
programs will create  experience where both  military tradition  and 
systems analysis fail. More organizational flexibility can be achieved 
by decentra lization and decompartmenta lization.  Temporary task 
forces and projec t teams show the direction. Decentralization might 
revive the lost ar t of “th inking small” in the use of resources for 
defense purposes.

Let me now restate two of the key issues for national securi ty in 
the post-1975 period. First, our continuing weakness in dealing effec
tively with the underdeveloped societies despite  rapidly advancing 
technology. This includes the regional development problem. Second, 
the capability for in stant involvement anywhere on earth.

However, the greatest challenge for America, in my view, is the 
achievement of a proper match between the technological capabili ties 
and the needs in  a dangerously shrinking world. At the hea rt of this 
problem is the deepening chasm between technological and social 
progress. I f we do not meet this challenge, we may have a force which 
is technologically the  most advanced and deadly, bu t a t the same time 
impotent and obsolete. Planning for “more of the same” in the 1980 
period may either constrain American domestic and foreign policies 
in certain channels or provide capabilities which are catastrophical ly 
irrelevant in support of the preferred policies.

In fact, both we and the Russians could find ourselves in the posi
tion of two dinosaurs facing each other in deadly confrontation, 
oblivious to the tides of change which are rising to engulf them.

Technology must be neither  the master nor the uninvolved by
stander; it must be the servant of U.S. goals and policies. Positive 
goals must be set which are worthy of the most advanced nation on 
earth. To this end, imaginative thinking in terms of possible futu re 
policy objectives, strategies, and missions must be forced into the 
planning cycle early. Join t study of needs and technological capabili
ties may then enable us to perceive new tasks which should give to 
Americans the unifying motiva tion they desperately seek.

Thank you.
(The biography of Dr. Linstone follows:)

Dr. Harold A. Linstone

Dr. Harold A. Linstone, a specialist in Applied Mathematics, has been Asso
ciate Director  for Systems Analysis of the Lockheed Airc raft Corporation since 
1968. He has been wi th Lockheed since 1963, his preceding position being Senior 
Scientific Advisor for Corporate Development Planning.

Dr. Linstone is a naturalized citizen of the United States  born in Hamburg, 
Germany in 1924. He holds the degrees of B.S. at  the City College of New York 
in 1944, Master of Arts  at Columbia University  in 1947, and Ph. D. in Mathe
matics at the University of Southern California in 1954.

From 1947 through 1949, Dr. Linstone was an Aerodynamicist with North 
American Aviation, Inc. From 1949 through 1961, he was employed by the 
Hughes Aircraft Company, where he became Senior Scientist in I960. There he 
directed the first of the “Mirage” long-range defense planning studies. For more 
than a year, in 1960 through 1961, he was on leave as visiting member of the 
staff of the Ins titute  for Defense Analyses in Washington, where his work 
included the study of systems analys is in the Department of Defense.

In the  years 1961 through 1963, Dr. Linstone served as Research Mathematician 
for the Rand Corporation, before joining the Lockheed Air craf t Corporation later 
in 1963.
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Dr. Linstone has lectured extensively at educational institutions, his experience including an Adjunct Professorship in Industr ial and Systems Engineering at the University of Southern California. He has also been associated with the Weizmann Ins titu te in Israel, train ing personnel and initiat ing work in Technological Forecasting and Planning for Industry .
Dr. Linstone is a consultant to the Hudson Insti tute,  the Stanford Research Insti tute,  and the Research Analysis Corporation.
He has writ ten contr ibutions to Planning and Forecasting in the Defense Indus tries, edited by J. Stockfisch and published in 1962, and to Technological Forecasting for  Indus try and Government, edited by J. Brigh t and  published in 196S.
Mr. Zablocki. Thank you, D r. Linstone.
As you gentlemen know, we operate under the 5-minute rule.

Each member is permitted questions for a 5-minute period.
If time permits, we then ask the members for further questions, *again time permitting.
Dr. Kistiakowsky, in your statement you have indicated tha t we 

are close to squeezing dry in practical applications the general p rin
ciples of aerodynamics, nuclear fission, and the like, upon which *present weapons systems are based.

Looking even further into the future, what possible breakthrough 
areas do you see, say by the end of the century, which might have 
military  applications of significant proportions?

It is not our intention to initia te a debate. However, I would 
ask Dr.  Linstone to say whether he agrees with Dr. Kistiakowsky on 
this point.

Dr. K istiakowsky. I did not mean to imply tha t one cannot 
produce more elaborate and also more expensive, more sophisticated, 
and complex and also more efficient systems on the basis of present, 
let ’s say, scientific bases.

They are possible.
Then what Secretary McNamara used to call the cost effective

ness—and of course he is not the first one to use it—determines 
whether we wish to undertake  these developments or not.

I think  Dr. Linstone very effectively emphasized the problems and 
sometimes uselessness of such developments. When you ask me what  
are the new scientific breakthroughs on which in turn  technological 
breakthroughs could be achieved, my answer is, “I don’t know.”

That is of course the characte ristic thing about scientific research, 
that one does not know when the breakthrough will come.

Maybe because I  am an old man I am unable to see where these 
breakthroughs will come. I think personally tha t, research in molecular *
biology and understanding of genetic mechanisms, are maybe of the 
greatest challenge to humanity  in the future.

I am n ot sure whether you are aware tha t it has been for instance 
possible already to take a fertilized frog’s egg, to extract the nucleus ♦
of that cell, and then take  a random cell from another frog, a cell 
maybe derived from the skin of tha t frog, take the nucleus of that 
cell and insert it into the denuded ovum, and produce what amounts 
to an identical twin to the donor frog but a twin in the next generation.

What is possible now to do with frogs’ eggs will be possible to do 
with more advanced animals. If you wish me to be rather reckless,
I may point out that  someday it will be possible maybe to do that  
with humans.

I must say that the social implications are rather frightening.
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Suppose for instance Stalin or Hitle r concluded tha t for the welfare 
of humanity it was essential to produce hundreds  of their identical 
replicas into the world.

They would have the political power to do so. I am not  sure tha t 
from our point  of view tha t humanity  would have benefited by that .

This speculation may not be a realistic one but I think that in the 
field of biology are the most exciting discoveries to come.

Mr. Zablocki. Of course, Dr. Kistiakowsky, you will agree tha t 
we have not exhausted all of our possibilities of scientific break 
throughs for the future, even for military use. Is not technological 
surprise, the natu re of it, such tha t you cannot  p redict it?

Dr. K istiakowsky. You cannot predict it.
But I also feel that  if you are ta lking in terms of the limited future, 

let’s say the 1970’s, the schedule of development and practical appli
cation—that is deployment and so on—is still such that, as I noted in 
my introducto ry remarks, the probability of a major scientific dis
covery which is unforeseeable, and then its practical application to 
military weaponry, within the 1970’s is an extraordinary  improbable 
event.

But one cannot go beyond that.
Mr. Zablocki. Would you care to comment?
Dr. Linstone . I certainly  would agree with the remarks made. 

We can projec t technology into the future  but  we canno t predict 
breakthroughs as such.

It  is interes ting to note tha t scientific and technological areas, 
tend to behave like an elongated S-shape in their development.

Firs t there is very slow growth and then there is a rapid increase, 
with many people getting into the field. It  is almost like mining a 
lode: one miner first discovers some gold, then immediate ly others 
converge. In this case other scientists converge into the area. They 
try to get all the gold out of it. After awhile, the returns are less and 
less and this is where you get your leveling off.

We have been in a rapid  growth phase in the aerospace sciences for 
the past 25 years. My subjective feeling is tha t the information 
sciences, including computers, which took off more recently, are now 
in the middle of this rapid growth phase; i.e., on the steep par t of the 
curve. I think there are grea t advances still coming. I certain ly would 
agree tha t the life sciences may well be the next glamour area, the next 
to st art  up on the steep growth portion of the S-curve.

When the Rand Corp, did a study of scientific breakth roughs, by 
what they called the Delphi method, about 4 or 5 years ago, they 
asked a lot of experts in the United  States and Europe, through ques
tionnaires, where they thought the scientific breakthroughs would 
come.

If you read down the resulting list of 31 items, you observe t ha t half 
of them are in the areas of biology and chemistry. I think this lends 
support to the prognosis.

It  is impossible, of course, to make any statem ents about whether 
this future  life sciences growth will significantly affect milit ary and 
foreign policy in the next 10 or 20 years.

Mr. Zablocki. Doctor, if I can ask you a question away from the 
far distant future, to have you comment on something feasible in the 
foreseeable future. It is a subject in which this  committee is particu
larly interested and concerns dependency on overseas bases.
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You commented tha t in the fu ture the United States will be far less 
dependent on overseas bases than  at present. This goes to the very 
heart of this committee’s concern, I must  assure you.

Within limits of nonclassified material, could you tell the subcom
mittee what  your Mirage 80 study disclosed about the feasibility of 
closing down some U.S. bases abroad within the next decade?

Also, if we closed down these bases how would their defense function 
be carried out otherwise?

Dr. L instone. Y e did not look at specific bases. The Mirage studies 
as such are not designed to determine a best force structure, bu t to 
look at the signposts of change; that is, if there is change, which 
direction constitutes a good risk for planning purposes. Our strateg ic •
retal iatory  forces will not in 1975-80 depend on overseas bases. But 
what  about more limited operations?

Firs t of all you have rapid deployment capability. In our first study,
Mirage 70, finished in 1960, we pointed out that , if nothing were done •
about it, our lack of strategic deployment capabil ity would drastically 
curtail our whole conventional warfare capabili ty in the 1965-70 
period; much of the equipment would be useless. Then, of course, in 
1961, and 1962, after Mr. Kennedy came into office, decisions in this 
area were made.

1 on had the C—141 and the C—5 aircraft, large aircraft which have 
been authorized in the last few years. The FDL, which Congress has 
not so far authorized, is another aspect.

These are the capabilities of the early 1970’s, what you can do. One 
has the C-5A, one can have the FDL.  They will permit very much 
shortening of deployment time.

There are, of course, questions. Does one permit prepositioning or 
not? Does the aircraft have peacetime earning power? And so on.
Besides the FDL  we have roll-on/roll-off ships, left-on/lift-ofT ships, 
and lighter aboard ship—there are many possibilities that the Navy 
is considering and some of which, in fact, commercial users are con
sidering or already operating.

The sum of all these capabilities will mean very rapid deployment 
and less dependence on specific terminal locations and facilities. Be
yond the mid-1970’s lies the next generation of ai rcraft. Even larger 
aircraf t are possible, chemical- or nuclear-powered aircraft, which 
again increase your deployment capability.

As I pointed out in the writ ten material, our problem is more in •
the steady state than the initial  lift. In other words, we are improv
ing our initial lift greatly, bu t our merchant marine is suffering.
Whereas the Russian merchant marine is being built up, ours is fall
ing further  and further behind. As another example of the kind of 
thing that is possible in the 1970’s, we should mention integra ted 
air and sealift, tha t is, considering air and sea movement together 
as a single operation.

Le t’s say you want to go to the Far  East. You will recall the dis
cussion in the papers abou t the crowding of the Saigon Harbor , the 
overcrowding and delay in unloading ships.

This should become a thing of the past. If you want to go, you 
can go to intermediate  points  initially starting the air and sea lift 
simultaneously  from the United States  and then, when the first ships 
arrive at the intermediate  port, use airlift from that  point right to
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the theater,  as close to the forward area as you can. This will again 
increase your capability.

You can do storage not  jus t with the FDL , bu t in other  ways. 
We will definitely have an abili ty to be very responsive with or without 
overseas bases and will likely be limited by the decisionmaking 
problem. You may have a difficult decision to make. You may have 
many clauses, and you don’t know quite wha t is going on despite the 
sensors. That is likely to limit the ability  to get things or people to a 
point rapidly.

Mr. Zablocki. I realize my time is up, bu t with the permission of 
the subcommittee  I would like to ask another. I know that  Dr. 
Linstone is a scientist more than  an expert in foreign policy, bu t if 
I could ju st zero in on a particular overseas base tha t by 1970 will 
recjuire a troublesome foreign policy decision.

On the basis of your analysis, could we have your studied  judgme nt 
on how Okinawa and the possible reversion of Okinawa would affect 
our national security? In your judgment is Okinawa or the use of tha t 
base necessary a t the present time or can we indeed agree to reversion, 
or can we agree to the use of the Okinawa base within certain  mil
itary limitations  w ithout endangering our national security?

Dr. Linstone. I would say i t is necessary today, and i t still will be 
necessary in 1970, in my opinion, because what I  have talked about is 
not available righ t now.

For example, there is no FDL. Even if you approve it today,  you 
won’t have it for several years; 1970 is very close. I believe we could 
suffer in our national security if we gave up Okinawa at this point.

However, if you look at  1975 and 1980, it is likely to be a dif ferent 
situation. In othe r words, it is timewise different. If you plan for it, 
you have  o ther  options at that time.

Mr. Zablocki. My time is up. Did you want  to briefly comment, 
Doctor?

Dr. Kistiakowsky. If I may, sir.
I agree in general with what  Dr. Linstone said, bu t it seems to  me 

tha t he may not  have taken sufficiently into account the broader  
issues of whether we wan t to continue being a world policeman or not. 
If one reorien ts our thinking in that respect and asks oneself the 
question, under  what conditions a given base or set of bases will be 
essential for the application of our military power, and whether the 
application of th at military  power is really in our interest, then it may 
turn  out that  we could make some decisions about reduct ion in the 
numbers of our  foreign bases, which certainly are extremely costly and 
create many  political problems for us. For instance, as regards  the 
Okinawa base, I am not sure whether the issue is a complete elimina
tion of the Okinawa base, or a transformation of i t into the kind of 
base t ha t we now have on the main islands of Japan.

It  is quite  conceivable, though I can’t go into details here, which 
are very complex, tha t the transformation  of the Okinawa base into 
the type of bases we have in Japan  will be completely consistent with 
onr national interest.

Dr. Linstone. One lias io separa te the question of capabilities, 
which I was addressing, of what we can do, and needs, of what we 
want to do. If we want to reduce out dependence on overseas bases, 
technology will permit us to so so in the 1970’s.
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I think I pointed out in inv remarks  at the outset that the rapid 
deployment capability  has both opportun ities and dangers. It has to 
be looked at in the larger context.

Mr. Zablocki. Thank  you.
Air. Thomson.
Mr. T homson. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Gentlemen, I noticed that  both of you in your prepared statements 

have referred to value judgments.  A decisionmaking process has to 
become very important.  I would like to have your comments on this 
decisionmaking and value judgments .

Everybody in the Congress, and every civilian, becomes an overnight 
expert on some of these highly technical questions and make the 
judgments, or assist in that  process.

In the press, Dr. Killian has proposed an ad hoc task force or com
mission to make a comprehensive study  on the problems of weapons 
technology and strategy and foreign policy.

Do we have any process at the present time to provide guidance 
and direction in this very imp orta nt judgment process, or are we 
dependent on the so-called task forces tha t make limited studies and 
leave the evaluation up to people who may have little competence in 
the field? I would appreciate the views of both of you in this area.

Dr. Linstone. The value judgment question is an increasingly 
important one. The richer we ge t the more options we have. On the 
other  hand, the widening socioeconomic gaps create more and more 
constraints.

Basically I like the task force approach just as a personal matte r, 
because I have seen too m any organizations become permanent and 
rigid and inflexible.

On the other hand, certain ly you need a great deal of support in 
translating the results of task forces and in enhancing the dialog 
between the political, economic, and social aspects, and the tech
nology.

As I say, this is one of the most important things. If this is not 
done, one becomes more and more a prisoner, ra ther than a master, of 
technology.

I think much more in the way of what you might call policy planning 
can be and must be done. We need a high caliber group which takes 
the technical and the social, political, and economic issues and stirs 
them together, suggests new objectives and goals, feeds them not 
only to the Members of Congress but  some of the other relevant  
agencies to determine what  possible responses are. It  should concern 
itself with values, both present and future.

The Air Force, for example, has the Rand Corp. The Army has 
Research Analysis Corp. The Congress has no such organization. I 
am not suggesting creation of a great new organization. But you have 
to have some small interdisciplinary  group, at least, to help keep this 
dialog going, and going early in the game, rather than at the time 
crises occur.

Dr. Kistiakowsky. Dr. Killian’s suggestion was actually  addressed 
to a more limited domain. He spoke, in connection with the hearings 
on Tuesday on the ABM by the Senate Committee  on Foreign Rela
tions, of the need to have an in tegrated look a t our s trategic posture, 
emphasizing that the decision about ABM should not be taken as an
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isolated technological development, because it is of much too far- 
reaching importance.

He was also concerned, and I might say I share his feelings com
pletely, tha t too many rationa l decisions are now made, in effect, by  
experts who spend most of their lives being involved in cer tain devel
opments; for instance, the contractors working on the ABM for very 
many years.

He felt a great need for having enlightened, intelligent citizens, 
without  commitments, without, so to speak, vested interest in what  
is being proposed, to look at this area  and try  to reach some conclusions.

I would like to amplify tha t by saying tha t in these decisions the 
technical people can only provide one of the inputs. They  canno t be 
the people who decide. The decisions have to be made by others.

Technical people have to be there. They must explain wha t is 
involved, w hat the potentiali ties are, the costs and the time required, 
and so on.

But the decisions have to be taken  on broader considerations of 
social welfare for our country, be it the foreign policy or domestic 
policy.

Mr. Thomson. With the advanced technology and the sophistica
tion of weapons, and the increasing remoteness of the human mind 
from the trigger of any device tha t we might have in our arsenal, 
isn’t the so-called command and control problem a matte r of increas
ing concern to our friends and our enemies, and the management of 
the weapons t ha t you fellows have devised, an increasingly important 
mat ter of concern?

Dr. Kistiakowsky. May I add to your remark  abou t devising 
these things? We the scientists are guilty, of course. Bu t we have 
devised them because we have been urged to do so by the 
policymakers.

Dr. L instone. One might say that  this problem relates  to the 
inadequate unders tanding of the “system.” And the ma tter of com
mand and control is much wider than our nuclear weapon arsenal. 
It  affects the  entire spectrum of conflict.

The technologist tends to look at one aspect. He tends to view 
only certain factors. He is now beginning to learn, via the social sys
tems, the urban  systems and others, tha t our lack of understanding, 
lack of insight is very, very strong. The more the gap between us and 
our friends as well as our  enemies, widens, the more trouble we have 
unders tanding each other.

We are babes in the woods in some of the nontechnical areas. 
The entire body of knowledge is inadequate to assure good decision
making. I would certainly  agree that the command and control 
problem, the decisionmaking task, gets worse as this gap between 
technology and the behavioral and social sciences widens. We are 
more likely to make wrong decisions through misinterpre tation  and 
misunderstanding.

Mr. Thomson. May I ask one further question?
Mr. Zablocki. Certainly .
Mr. Thomson. I noticed your term sensor barr iers. Could you ex

plain that?
Dr. Linstone. I have some references quoted, unclassified refer

ences. There has been qu ite a b it of work done, for example, in  ways to
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detect int ruders. And we are dealing here with the frequency spectrum which is very wide.
We have a lot  of ways to sense different kinds of radiation , such as odors  and heat, and so forth. There are many things we can do in this area in the future. We can put down lines of sensor elements of various kinds rapidly to detect and to track. There is no foolproof system. We are not talking about that.  B ut I think much can be done in this area.I am not talking about barr iers like the M aginot line. I am not  ta lking about  big defenses. I  am ta lking stric tly about  pu tting  down l ittle elements like you do at sea, with sonobuoys to detec t submarines.Dr. Kistiakowsky. In an article in the periodical Science and Technology, there is an article wri tten  by Mr. Sullivan, Deputy Director of Research and Engineering  for Southeast  Asian Problems. He speaks there, on an unclassified level, of a great  many automatic sensors which are being used. For instance, he mentions one which is based on smell detection, the detection of ammonia generated by humans which can be detected  by highly sensitive devices. He speaks of the very effective use of such auto mated sensors to indicate the  presence of human beings in areas in which, so to speak, their presence is of concern to our military forces.

With out looking at the article, I don’t remember which ones he lists as unclassified, so I  will leave it  w ith the smell gadget.
Mr. Thomson. Thank you very much.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Findley.
Mr. F indley. Thank you.
Dr. Linstone, you stated that the Vietnam war is the least  cost- effective war this country has ever fought. As a military scientis t—I guess tha t would be an apt  way to describe you—why do you think this has been so?
Dr. L instone. For the United States the conflict spectrum includes, first, total nuclear war; second, conventional war—from the period of Napoleon to World War II —between near equals, such as groups of E uropean countries. Th at is the basis of Western military tradi tion and Russian military trad ition and training. Third is the small or the underdeveloped coun try guerrilla warfare or low-level conflict.
For the first, which was, you m ight say, an invention of the  nuclear age in terms of total annihila tion capability, there is no military  experience. Obviously, no one has fought such a war, systems analysis could be of help in determining what cost-effective means were, and this analysis was of great value in the  1950’s in analyzing the problem. In  other words, man as a social organism was not central  to the system. Here you could use systems analysis.
In the second type, the conventional or tradit ional  Europ ean type of conflict, you could use military experience. With the third  kind, at the low end of the spectrum as in Vietnam, you are in a position where man is central, and the nonmilitary aspect of the conflict is more important than  the milit ary one. The systems approach, so effective in the total  war area, could not nearly  be as successful at this other  end.
The conventional milita ry experience also is not  applicable. This is not a war among European powers, one power block against another,
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with people playing by the same rules of the game, who know what 
“victory” means, who know what “defeat” means, tha t is, who use 
the same definitions and the same standards .

You are in an area where neither your systems approach nor your 
conventional military experience can cover you. This is the basic 
problem.

Mr. F indley. Could I inte rrup t to ask: Is the lack of cost effec
tiveness almost uncontrol lable from our standpoint? Is there anything 
substantial we could do to improve the cost effectiveness of the  war?

Dr. Linstone. At this stage, of course, there is no sense talking  
about what  might have been.

Mr. F indley. Right , as of today.
Dr. Linstone. At this stage you are so commit ted tha t I don’t 

think there is much value in trying to talk about other approaches.
Mr. F indley. Do you mean you have—v e are stuck  with the 

present policies?
Dr. Linstone. You are not star ting  with a clean sheet. Let me 

put this same type of situatio n in terms of the future. I believe that  
if such a situation occurs, other options should be followed. The thin§ 
tha t we have to learn, which is increasingly difficult for us to do, is 
the ability to “think small,” in terms of the use of resources. Our 
system, our whole defense establishment, is so gigantic that no m atter 
what  but ton you press, you set a gigantic apparatus  in motion. It  
is very difficult, if you have such a huge organization, to do anyth ing 
on a small scale.

Mr. F indley. Could I simplify i t by saying we have atte mpted to 
do too much milit arily in Vietnam?

Dr. Linstone. I think  many people have underestimated cont in
ually, the nonmilitary aspects of the problem. As I have indica ted, 
you can even have a military victory  and still come out defeated, as 
the Algerian war clearly showed. So there is not much point in just 
talking abou t a military victory.

Here you have a situat ion where the nonmilitary  aspects—for ex
ample, creation of a viable infra structure at the village level—are 
extremely crucial. In the future one migh t give some consideration to 
not trying to repeat the same kind of response, to having an agency 
which is truly  interdisciplinary  in nature, where you don’t have a 
complete dominance of the military aspect and the nonm ilitary part 
becomes a small subset of it . Bu t where you have a separate inter
disciplinary organization, much smaller, which is st rictly professional, 
which has the various aspects: economic, political, and mili tary  in it 
to work in that  kind of environment.

Mr. F indley. Can you see the CIA undertaking such a role?
Dr. Linstone . No.
Mr. F indley. Where in our governmental system can you see this 

developing?
Dr. Linstone . It  could be within the Department of Defense or 

outside, but  still within the Federal structure. One could conceive of 
an agency to do that . You might call it a nationbuild ing assistance 
agency or something like it. You must  place the emphasis on tryi ng 
out new ideas and new approaches, with a fresh group of people, and 
certainly not  under the CIA.
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Mr. F indley. T am much impressed with your comments about the 
organizational inflexibility and the short-range orientat ion with which we seem to be beset in this modern age. I think it is nowhere bette r illustra ted than in our international institutions, NATO, the UN, and otherwise.

The Senate yesterday rejected a reservation to the nuclear treaty offered by Senator Tower, with which 1 have some familiarity. Under this reservation, our Government would have retained the "privilege of assisting in the development of a purely defensive nuclear system for the Atlantic  community nations, should this prove some day to be feasible. Yet this was rejected by an overwhelming vote.
To me, this is a system of organizational inflexibility and the lack of long-range orientation.
Would you agree with me on that?
Dr. Tinstone. I don’t specifically want to discuss this proviso of Senator Tower, with which I am not familiar.
You talk about technological change. Our problem is tha t we change much more slowly than the technology. Our institutions change more slowly. We are not  comfortable with change. We tend to find comfort in the same organization. The character of these organizations normally should change as time goes on, because the world changes. You have entirely new factors coming in during the 1970’s 

and 1980’s. We cannot predict  them, but  they are likely to be significant. You have powers like Jap an and Germany which may go in new directions. You have many factors  coming in.
Mr. F indley. Are you aware of any substantial amount of research being done either in the private or the public sector, into the need for new political institu tions going beyond the nation -state  level to deal with these massive problems tha t are being spawned by technology?
Dr. Tinstone. There are some studies going on at institutions, such as in Santa  Barbara, at the Center for Democratic Institu tions, 

and the Hudson Inst itute. There  isn’t enough of this  kind of thing going on.
Mr. F indley. I know of hardly  a thing being done within the public sector. I tried to find out what the State Department was 

doing in terms of research into political institut ions on a supernational basis as compared with the research being done in DOD, for example, in the realm of natural science. It  is almost zero.
Dr. Tinstone. That is exact ly right. I completely agree with that.
What we need is the same kind of innovative , creative thinking tha t we have on the technological side. If we don’t have tha t, we have more and more of a mismatch.
Mr. F INDLEY . Some of us, including our chairman today, have 

been trying to stimula te interest in exploring a federation  structure as one possible answer to these problems. It  is pre tty  hard to get things underway.
Than k you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Taft .
Mr. Taft. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Just following along tha t line tha t Mr. Findley has opened up, I think  you have been discussing structures, but there is another aspect to this tha t bothers me that  1 would like to hear some comments on. 

Th at  is the whole question of the development of international law on which the structures can operate.
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I don’t think the mere s tructures alone are enough. You talked in 
your testimony about an interdisc iplinary approach. Yet it seems to 
me th at the problems are being multiplied in a ra te of geometric pro
gression by the scientific developments, with absolutely no progress— 
in fact, if anything, almost negative progress—in the development of 
any base of internat ional law or internat ional thinking upon which the 
institut ions are going to operate.

Dr. Linstone. 1 agree with tha t completely.
Let me illu strate  i t by an analogy within the United States. One of 

the problems in any regional transportation  system, in the northeast 
corridor and the urban areas, is this problem of the legal structure. 
Technology tends to ignore the legal aspects. Cities and countries  
were not built with technology, including large-scale transportation  
systems, in mind. Their legal s tructure is not sui table to accommodate 
rapid and large-scale technological changes.

Suppose you wish to implement a nor theast corridor t ransportation 
system. Someone has said that on a clear day from the top of the 
Empire State Building you see the areas covered by 1,300 different 
organizations, all of which have a stake in this transportation problem. 
And all have their legal status and hallowed precedents.

I don’t claim, of course, to be any expert in internat iona l law. 
There are a few things tha t I read, such as lawyers concerning them
selves with the deep ocean areas, how they should be handled,  when 
you talk in the 1980’s about  the ocean resources. How far does the 
national boundary extend, and so on.

Some open space and deep ocean legal groundwork has, of course, 
been done under  the United Nations. It  is not nearly enough. In 
general, I completely agree with you.

Mr. Taft. Dr. Kistiakowsky, you made some mention here about 
genetic change, and tha t is an interest ing problem on down the 
line. I wonder if you would comment, relating to the subject of today, 
as to the U.S. alliances and security commitments abroad, on any 
views you have with regard to what 1 would call “demographic” 
problems, the population  explosion problems, and how these fit into 
the picture.

Dr. K istiakowsky. I have felt for some time, sir, that the popula
tion explosion, as it is normally referred to, is a tremendously dangerous 
problem because one can very easily see natura l limits, let ’s say, even 
to the produc tion of food, not to mention to oceanic or other natu ral 
resources. B ut i t is in the nature of any living population, be it  humans 
or lemmings, that the numbers increase in geometric proportion, so 
many percent per year. Unless that  percentage is dramatical ly de
creased, it is very doubtfu l whether the human race will be able to 
live in any kind of comfort, let us say, 100 years from now. Much 
before then, of course, the have-nots in this world might get pret ty 
much together and go after the haves, which is us, which is Western 
Europe, Japan,  Russia. Th at conflict is completely within  the realm 
of possibility.

How to control human population is a very difficult problem. 
Seven or eight years ago we made a study at the National  Academy 
of Sciences. That report was made public in 1962, and actually,  i 
believe, assisted somewhat President Kennedy in his decision modify-
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ing restrictions on birth-control informat ion tha t might be provided 
to other nations by the AID.

It  became perfectly clear from this s tudy tha t the controlling factors 
really are not technological. It  is perfectly possible now to provide 
the means, the technological means, for family planning, for birth 
control.

As in the other issues tha t Dr. Linstone spoke about, it is the 
social factors that are much more difficult to get hold of and control. 
For instance, the fact tha t in so many underdeveloped countries the 
only old-age insurance tha t a couple has is having plenty of male 
dependents. They are the old-age insurance. Therefore, to convince 
these people tha t they must limit themselves to two or three children 
is, as they see i t, telling them tha t they can’t have any old-age in 
surance. It  is tha t kind of thing which is exceedingly difficult.

Mr. Taft. Thank you very much.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Buchanan.
Mr. Buchanan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Linstone, I would like to proceed ju st briefly on a question tha t 

the chairman mentioned a few moments ago. In the Okinawa question, 
the probability is tha t the choice may be not doing away with the 
base, as Dr. Kistiakowsky has indicated, but  a reduction in its 
function. And, of course, the very central function of its nuclear 
capabili ty or the freedom of i ts use as a base from which we could 
use nuclear weapons.

Assuming no reduction and no change in our basic posture, assuming 
we continue to have commitments in t ha t part of the world, and assum
ing we continue our decision to keep effective mili tary forces there, let 
me pin down once more: You do not see any viable alternat ive, looking 
only a t the nuclear capability, not at having some kind of base there, 
to the  reten tion of this base as it is now?

Dr. L instone. The answer has to be dependent on time, what year. 
If you are asking me, “ Do we need it today?” I would assume we do. f 
do not have access to the Join t Chiefs’ plans, as far as deployment in an 
emergency goes. I would assume we would make use of it, though I 
have no way of knowing. I think  it would be reasonable to assume th at 
you would make use of it if something happened in the very near 
future. The time factor is im portant.

Wha t I am suggesting is tha t as time goes on and you go through the 
1970’s, you have a declining importance in bases, provided you ex
plore some of your other  a lternat ives. I don’t mean alternative bases 
like Okinawa, or jus t anoth er base for Okinawa, but new options.

Don’t forget I am basing my answer to your question on the assump
tion that  you want to basically follow the same strategy. In this case, 
you will wa nt to explore othe r concepts tha t provide you alternatives; 
you might  want  to go into the integration  of air and sealift tha t I 
mentioned, using interm ediate bases closer to the United States. 
So, using some of the other options you have, I  would say, the impor
tance year by year in the 1970’s of th at kind of a base should decline.

Mr. Buchanan. Thank you, sir.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Kistiakowsky. I wonder if I  may comment.
Mr. Zablocki. Please do.
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Dr. Kistiakowsky. It  seems to me that Dr. Linstone is a little 
bit too cautious here because the center of our nuclear strength has 
been shifting toward  missiles in the past. We do not  need Okinawa 
for our missiles, whether land launched or submarine  launched. In 
case we need shorte r range aircraft, we still have the aircraf t carrier 
from which they can be launched. When it  comes to aircraf t like the 
B-52 ’s, we have other bases, like Guam, which are perfectly feasible 
points of departure  for these bombers.

I have a strong feeling tha t while the Okinawa base complex was 
completely essential for our strateg ic planning when it was first 
organized and strengthened, the nuclear use of Okinawa has possibly 
already become obsolescent.

Mr. Buchanan. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Zablocki. From your hearings Tuesday I certainly came 

away with a definite impression that a prime problem in the past,  
in our relations with other governments, has been a lack of accura te 
intelligence. Of course, this lack could always lead to miscalculations, 
and i t has in the past.

This leads me to a question, Dr. Linstone, and it relates to your  
statement where you note  the increasing sophistication of our satellit e 
reconnaissance capability. Could you elaborate  on this area of 
technology, explain a bit more about  the possible need for defense 
of these satelli tes?

Dr. L instone. What I  said is tha t there  is a possibility. For example, 
if you were going to put your entire nervous system, so to speak, out 
in space, it  would become a very pr ime target.  So e ither you don’t do 
that , or you would have to prepare to defend it.

The capabi lity of surveillance will certainly  increase, as you have 
indicated, and, as with the other technical capabilities, it brings both  
added knowledge, added capability, and, on the other side, added 
uncertainties or added dangers.

You have several aspects. You have the sensing problem, sensing 
things tha t go on. Then you have the processing of this data , trans
mitting the data  to the ground or processing it  up there. You have the 
interpretation  of this data. Much will depend, I think, on what progress 
we make in wha t we call pat tern recognition in these areas—being 
able to see wi thou t having a man running through every picture , as 
we have done in the past, trying to study a picture  to see what it says.

We will ge t a tremendous amount of data, we will be deluged by 
data, and one of the problems we will have will be our ab ility to  handle 
tha t data. Additional da ta does not necessarily automatical ly mean 
additional knowledge. A dat a glu t does not mean you are much wiser. 
If you look at Pearl Habor, and much has been written abou t this, it 
wasn’t a ma tte r of not having enough clues, you had a tremendous 
number of clues, bu t it was another problem: if I put  clues A, B, and 
C toge ther, I get one implication, if I pu t clues D, E, and F togethe r 
I get anoth er implication. Which is more reasonable? You would 
still have problems of this type. So with your presumably much more 
rapid knowledge of certain things that  do go on, you also will have 
problems of false alarms, of thinking there is something there when 
there isn’t, or some action taking place when there isn’t. You have 
problems in both directions.
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I think the net result should help the decisionmakers, but it is not an undiluted gain.
Mr. Zablocki. You have implied tha t computers could be of 

some assistance in this area. Would you venture  to say tha t the com
puters can be employed for accuracy?

Dr. Linstone. I have mentioned, of course, the routine informa
tion handling in the contingency planning area. There is a tremendous 
amount of routine information which has to be in the system, and 
this the computer can handle accurately even with today’s tech
nology. The hope is tha t the computer  can increasingly take different 
kinds of outpu t from different sensors, not jus t the visual but also 
other  sensors, and by looking at all this together and comparing it 
with past data  of the same area, correctly see if there is any change 
and only report and give a signal to the man if there is a change 
detected. The computer will be much faster than the man, but it can 
also be fooled at times. I think  a computer can do a great deal. Its  
problem is not lack of accuracy, but lack of intelligence.

Mr. Zablocki. Doctor, you said tha t the greatest challenge for 
America is the achievement of a proper match between the technolog
ical capabilities and needs in a dangerously shrinking world, one in 
which the chasm between technology and social progress is deepening.

You say tha t planning for “more of the  same” that we had in the 
past, in the 1970-80 period may either constrain American domestic 
and foreign policies within certain channels, or provide capabilities 
which are catastrophically  irrelevan t in support of a preferred policy.

Would you care to amplify about  what channels? What do you foresee?
Dr. Linstone. We are already constrained by nuclear capabilities. 

As has been often pointed  out, we and the Russians are like two 
people in a telephone booth. Anything tha t we do, because of our 
nuclear capability, already has implications, even though we are not 
talking about  using them in particular situations. But it causes us to 
act differently. One should be opening up the dialogue and innovate 
in the area of policy for future situations tha t may develop. What are 
some of the options that we would want the decisionmaker to have 
to maximize his flexibility?

I mentioned the Cuban missile crisis and the quaran tine. Tha t was 
an unorthodox response rather than the familiar one, bombing. 
I would lable the alternatives of bombing or invasion as “more of 
the same.”

I would try  to come up with more subtle responses. I think we should 
move as much as we can toward permit ting options which signify 
a more subtle use of power.

Mr. Zablocki. Gentlemen, from your testimony I  gather tha t both 
of you agree tha t we do need imaginative thinking in terms of possible 
futu re policy objectives.

Dr. Kistiakowsky, you have stated very clearly tha t to reach inte r
national  agreement on arms control and arms measures is highly 
desirable.

May I then ask a final question: If you gentlemen were called 
upon by the President to advise him on preparing an American posi
tion for arms control talks with the Russians, what general principles 
might you recommend? Dr. Kistiakowsky?
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Dr. K istiakowsky. I think that the general principle would have 
to be tha t the agreements involve such measures tha t can be verified 
by unilateral intelligence. In other words, I  think tha t any agreement 
which requires international teams of inspectors, and so on, to go 
and visit here and there will not be a workable agreement. They 
haven’t been in the past and they won’t be now. However, as Dr. 
Linstone noted, and as is very well known, technological capabilities  
for unilatera l intelligence have been rap idly expanding. In o ther words, 
not the Ma ta Haris, but more objective ways of getting  tha t infor
mation.

Nothing is perfect. Intelligence is not perfect. And of course, one 
« always has to bear in mind when considering such agreements that

danger of chea ting exists. Hence we must  be able to shape the agree
ments in such a way tha t major cheating will be detec table. We must 
also bear in mind however tha t we are not dealing with a situation

• where we are now safe but  become subject to some dangers if we reach  
an agreement. The plain fact is t ha t we are not safe now.

So it  is a question  of a balance of the  degree of dangers which would 
exist with and without such agreements. I think tha t so much can be 
determined by unilateral intelligence tha t gradually very significant 
arms control measures could be achieved. I don’t know how far one 
can go into  the domain of arms reductions. These are more difficult 
steps.

Mr. Zablocki. To deal specifically with the ABM, the deployment 
of the ABM is easily detectable , is it  not?

Dr. Kistiakowsky. Of the kind of ABM’s that have now been 
conceived, yes.

Mr. Zablocki. That the Soviet Union has. There is no question 
they couldn’t hide them.

Dr. Kistiakowsky. No, they could not.
Mr. Zablocki. Couldn’t we get an agreement on ABM’s as a start?
Dr. Kistiakowsky. Similarly, one can’t hide deployment of such 

missiles as Tit an or Minuteman. They are just  too big. They are 
unmistakable , as unmistakable as anything. So i t isn’t th at  ABM is 
particularly  easy to  observe.

Answering your question specifically, yes, one could reach agreement  
on ABM alone.

Mr. Zablocki. On ABM, in your opinion, Dr. Kistiakowsky, why
• do you think the Russians have initia ted that  system?

Dr. Kistiakowsky. There is a very strong tradit ion in Russian 
military thinking about the importance of defense of the homeland. 
You will find it, for instance, in the tremendous scope of thei r anti-

• aircraf t defenses. They invested in defense against aircraft, propor
tionately  speaking, far more than  we did with our SAGE and other 
systems. I think the urge and decision to develop ABM is a kind of 
logical extension of tha t military tradition. I know that Russian 
senior people who have been involved in their military programs and 
so on until some time ago took the very strong position that  defense 
is a sacred right on which there can’t be any limitations imposed. 
The Soviet Union took it also in more formal discussions.

So I am sure tha t they must have pushed the ABM projects  as 
soon as they became aware tha t we were quite serious about  developing 
our missile forces.
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It  is very interesting to note that  this attit ude  has changed. As 
you know, even one of their big-shot generals in a public speech stated  
tha t, “We know perfectly well that  our  defenses a ren’t perfect against 
the  missile attacks.”

Mr. Zablocki. Do you contend, Dr. Kistiakowsky, that the Soviet 
Union has initiated the ABM system as a defense against the United 
State s or China? I t was also implied yesterday that the ABM system 
could also be not only a defense system for the Soviet Union, but an 
offensive arm against China.

Dr. K istiakowsky. I do no t see how it  could be an offensive arm 
against China, As you know, of course, the Soviet Union has a varie ty 
of offensive missiles of various ranges, from the intercontinental  
range to the intermediate range and less presently  deployed against 
the NATO countries, and presumably against China, which is quite 
accessible to even intermediate range missiles from the Siberian 
hinter land.

I don’t see why the ABM system should be used for offensive 
purposes. It  is a very specialized, extraordinarily  complex system, 
with comparatively shor t range missiles, a system specifically designed 
to hit  a bullet with a bullet , so to speak. You raise the question as to 
against whom, against whose atta ck ABM was developed. I would 
guess, and this is only a guess, that  it was developed primarily against 
an American attack, because at the time when the technical work 
began on ABM systems the political tensions between the Soviet 
Union and China weren’t near ly as great as they are now. B ut tha t 
is only a guess.

Mr. T homson. Might 1 ask a question?
Mr. Zablocki. Yes.
Mr. T homson. Since you are guessing about the R ussians’ thinking, 

why did they denounce America the other  day, publicly, for thinking 
of deploying ABM systems and insist that  it was an escalation of 
the arms race, when they deployed a system which apparently  they 
thought was simply defensive?

Dr. Kistiakowsky. I only saw a short item in the paper and I 
am not a professional psychiatri st, so T wouldn’t dare to get into 
another guy’s mind. It  m ay have been just  a po litical judgment tha t 
this was a useful political bi t of propaganda at the moment.

As Mr. McNamara has stated , the Russian system was limited to 
that around Moscow, and was even incomplete. I am afraid I am 
getting  into awkward areas for an open meeting.

Mr. Zablocki. We understand.
Dr. Tinstone, would you care to advise the subcommittee as to what 

you would advise the President?
Dr. Tinstone. On arms control?
Mr. Zablocki. What should be the American position on the arms 

control ta lks with the Russians?
Dr. Tinstone. My own view is tha t I am in favor of the  talks. I 

don’t think anyone likes to see an uncontrolled arms race. At least 
most of us, I think, are agreed on that.

There are some concerns tha t I have. For example, R. & D.—re
search and development—is much more difficult to detect. Wha t 
R. & D. is going on on the other side? I don’t agree with a statement
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made some time in the past by Professor Wiesner, tha t there is a 
technological p lateau  in this area. I don’t see any signs of a plateau 
although we may not  get tremendous new kinds of capabilities, as 
pointed out by Professor Kistiakowsky.

Nevertheless, there are a lot of things tha t can be done on both sides. 
That is one th ing that  I  would be very concerned about, the R. & D. 
aspect.

Another thing th at  I would be concerned about  is not looking at 
this in a vacuum, as United States and Russia alone. In this time 
period you are getting to the s ituation where other countries, and not 
jus t China and Prance, bu t othe r countries, in the 1970’s and ce rtainly

• by 1985 there may be a dozen countries, could have  nuclear capability. 
This can be extremely embarrassing to either the United  States or 
Russia. I shudder to think what  would happen if China gave nuclear 
weapons to the United Arab Republic, for example. Politically, the

• idea of displacing Russia as the influential power in the United 
Arab Republic migh t be a desirable objective  for the Chinese. This 
kind of thing concerns me. I  think we have to worry about  Japan  and 
Germany in this time period. These are big powers.

We also have to worry about some of the things Professor Kis tia
kowsky mentioned earlier, the biological-chemical concepts which 
can be easier in the long run for some of the other countries to imple
ment and can pu t the two superpowers in a very peculiar position.

Mr. F indley. Dr. Tinstone, you placed emphasis on R. & D. 
Dr. Kistiakowsky has jus t stated he doesn’t think it is very practical 
for us to try  to seek arms control agreements tha t involve onsite 
inspection.

I think tha t is a fair interpre tation of what you said.
Dr. K istiakowsky. Yes.
Mr. F indley. Do you agree with him? If you do, how can we 

possibly have  any meaningful agreement  on controlling R. & D.?
Dr. Tinstone . I don’t have a good answer to this. I think the 

R. & D. m ay j us t have to continue. The main thing is the production— 
can we control tha t?

Again, I thin k u ltimate ly the world is bigger tha t the U nited  States  
and Russia. The  thinking has to shift in the longer time frame. We 
want to be  flexible. We worried about Russia all along as the number 
one threa t. I t st ill is today. Bu t we bette r take a good look at  this time

• period, a t w hat  else there is. To that extent I thiuk we probably have 
to push the R. & D.

Mr. F indley. Are you optimistic about  reaching agreements on 
arms control that  are worthwhile?

• Dr. T instone . All I  can say there is t ha t when and if things are in 
the interest of both  countries, agreement is possible.

Mr. F indley. But even assuming the interests  of both major 
powers coincide, if they each have the unilate ral means of detection 
as to what the other is doing, wha t is the importance of the agree
ment? They would know what is going on on the other side of the fence 
in the  absence of an agreement. A slowing down of the arms race 
would be conceivable if both parties  wanted that  to  happen.

Dr. Tinstone. Yes, it could be. The values of an agreement go far 
beyond the technology. You are getting into the sociopolitical nuances
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that  m ight be offered by an agreement. On tha t I would just as soon 
not comment. Bu t these are importa nt factors.

Dr. K istiakowsky. I wonder if I may add a few words to what Dr. 
Linstone said in response to your question, Mr. Findley.

I don’t see how one could put restric tions on R. & D. without per
fectly unrealistic site inspection. Bu t I think one should emphasize 
the fact tha t as the weapons systems become more and more sophis
ticated , the problem of deployment becomes very im portant and diffi
cult  as you know, for instance in connection with the F - l l l .  Time is 
passing. In other words, the possibility of a kind of an overnight sur
prise is becoming totally unrealistic. You said what  is the use of an 
agreement. I think  arms control limitations needn’t all be embodied 
in the treaties. Much of i t can be done by mutual understanding. But  
this understanding requires talking, otherwise you couldn’t have it.

I personally feel tha t so long as our society is strong a t home, which 
of course is the prim ary requirement in my way of thinking to remain
ing a strong nation; so long as our society is strong a t home, we can do 
an R. & D. job tha t is as good as anybody else’s. And i t doesn’t mean 
that we have to have deployed the entire spectrum of weapon systems, 
as I tried to say in my preliminary remarks.

For instance, the possession of a secure nuclear deter rent means th at 
even a potential enemy in possession of new biological weapons will 
have an extraordinarily hard time deciding to attack us with those 
weapons. In  fact, it would be a totally  irrational , insane decision. 

Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Fulton.
Mr. Fulton. The question on the ABM is whether it is not based 

on a historic concept tha t is now out of date. This historic military 
concept would be the artille ry concept of shooting from point to 
point on the ear th’s surface. When we talk  of intercepting or destroy
ing in space, that  artillery concept does not apply. The defect of the 
ABM to me is that its first reaction to the space vehicle which is 
unidentified is an act of war, although it might be for peaceful purposes. 
Th at is, we take milit ary action to destroy  it even though we have now 
no means of identifying what kind of a capsule or space vehicle it is, 
nor its purpose.

The 1 rouble witli the ABM to me is tha t we are trying to stand 
under the apple tree with our apron out. Somebody shakes the apple 
tree and you can catch every apple, except the one which hits you on 
the head, so you are done in.

My point is that we should develop rules of the road in space, in the 
way we have developed them affirmatively in every activity from 
ships, planes, and automobiles, to radio and television. Now we should 
have them for space capsules and vehicles. If we would proceed like 
that  through the United Nations in an affirmative way, we could 
then tell what were the usual operations and what were the unusual, 
threatening operations.

The difficulty is that  there is no discernment between types of 
capsules.

1 would say to the chairman when we get the thousands of capsules 
now in prospect, communications, weather, spy, earth  resources, of 
every kind and variety , even orbiting between cities in fractional 
orbit, then it becomes a m atte r of impossibility to inspect or to inte r
cept in the context of destruction without  advance knowledge of some
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kind which we don’t have. Nobody can tell which is a nuclear-purposed 
or nuclear-nosed capsule at the present time in fractiona l orbit, or 
even in 1RBM. So the difficidty you come to is that  if there is an 
enemy who wants  to confuse you so t ha t you let your guards down, 
or wants to tr ap you into an act of war with a country that  you rea lly 
don’t want to be a t war wi th, it  would be very easy to satu rate  pu ttin g 
up one capsule with  skins or with portions of skins—because the radar 
will pick it  up if it  is ju st a half or quarter of a cylinder—and then one 
capsule fragments into 200 to 500 separate capsules, possibly in the 
same plane of orbit.

You can’t tell which one of these 500 twins has the Toni. How do 
you tell it? The ABM system, then, to me, at the present level of 
technical development is good for research, but I doubt  whether  the 
deployment should be made.

Can I ask you:  If you are undecided on deployment, you wouldn’t 
say deploy and take the chance on the ABM system?

If the ABM system is still in doubt as to effectiveness or technical 
adequacy, the answer on deploying is no. Is that not right?

Dr. Ivistiakowsky. I very much agree with you, Mr. Fulton . It  is 
an exceedingly complex problem, and I certainly  don’t envy anybody 
who has to make the final decision, considering all the technical, 
political, domestic and foreign, considerations on the effects of 
deployment.

In other words, what  will happen as a result of deployment. On 
balance, I came to exactly the same conclusion you have; namely, 
tha t it is much bet ter  not to deploy at present, although I think that  
R. & D. in the field certainly has to continue. For one thing, with a 
very effective R. & D. program in tha t field, it will tell us what are 
the capabilities of the offense. By working on defense, you also learn  
what the capabilities of the offense are. So, as I stated  Tuesday  in the 
Senate hearing, I recommend against deployment at the present time 
for many reasons.

May I come back to another very important point you made, Mr. 
Fulton, on this whole problem of intercept ing satellites which as 
you say may be an act of war. I think it would be extremely unfor
tunate if somehow the international tradi tion went in the direction 
of saying any satellite, any object in outer space is fair game for in
tercept. I think anyth ing we do in tha t direction would be very much 
against our nationa l interest.

Mr. Fulton. As a matt er of fact, it would be return ing to the 
tribal level, that anything you couldn’t identify or find out what it 
was within the area of reference in which your tribe operates or in 
tha t geographical area should be killed.

Dr. Ivistiakowsky. Tha t is right.
Mr. Fulton. So I believe i t would be back to the tribal practices.
One fur ther point is: Why don’t we use methods of inte rcept that  

would simply put  these vehicles into a parking orbit until we could 
talk? For example, we might go up with nuclear rockets, and infrared, 
even, to divert  them maybe from the reserve seats even though they 
are in the ballpark.

That  would get them away from the reserve seats tha t are vital 
to each country’s interests.
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Dr. K istiakowsky. That is, I think, a rath er tough proposition. 
The satellite has so much kinetic energy of motion, it moves so fast, 
tha t to change its orbit requires, in turn, a very major application 
of energy.

Mr. F ulton. I agree with you, if you are changing the plane of orbit. 
But within the same plane of orbit i t would not take too much energy 
for the landfall, the termination point, to be variable for a city so 
tha t it would not cause enough damage to be noticeable.

One other point is if we look at  the methods of launch that we are 
customarily using—if we went from 25° to maybe 38° above the 
Equator  inclination at Cape Kennedy, and they at the launch sites 
kept  their launches between, say, 55° and 70° inclination above the 
Equator, neithe r one of us would be over any terri tory of any conse
quence to the other, and as long as they were in that orbit we could 
ignore them, which is were most launches are now. Why isn’t tha t 
possible?

Dr. Kistiakowsky. That , of course, would prevent the use of sa tel
lites as intelligence gathering devices, both for them and for us.

Mr. Fulton. Bu t I am getting  in an area where we don’t bother 
with them. If they launched in that  area, we would jus t ignore it,  or 
rather,  the converse.

Dr. Kistiakowsky. I feel, on the other hand, very much tha t this 
freedom of space for nonoffensive purposes is an extraordinarily  
important principle. President Eisenhower, as you recall, urged the 
adoption in 1954, I think, of the principle of freedom of the skies. 
Tha t, of course, was totally  rejected. One can see why, because at 
tha t time we were the only Nation tha t had the technical capacity 
of making use of such freedom of the skies for observation. Now 
several nations , certainly two, and by a stretch of credibility  there 
may be some European nations also, have the capabi lity of using 
outer space for observational purposes. I think it  is te rribly important 
to preserve that  written or unwritten part of internationa l law—I 
am not  sure which it  is—because t ha t, in the  end, has the same objec
tive as the  freedom of the skies.

Mr. Fulton. I agree with you. I am always amazed to hear people 
say, “We could have an agreement on the antiballis tic missile if we 
wanted it. ”

The answer is we do have a tre aty  with the U.S.S.R. and many 
other nations  on limiting the use of outer space to peaceful purposes. 
Secondly, on the treaty, we have an agreement not to orbit weapons, 
military weapons, weapons of mass destruction, or nuclear weapons, 
in outer space, nor to use the moon or any celestial body as a base. 
We already have tha t agreement.

If you look at the current situation , we aren’t too badly off in the 
United States. However, I believe tha t we in the United States  may 
become the  first to violate tha t trea ty, because the Air Force is now 
proceeding on its manned orbiting labora tory. What do you say to 
that? We have the manned orbiting workshop under NASA for peace
ful purposes, and to develop an orbiting vehicle of large size. B ut the 
Air Force has its separate military program, which is so secret they 
won’t tell the average Congressman. The  potential exists th at they will 
put in orbit military weapons of some level of destruction.
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If I  were the  U .S.S.R. I would be afraid they were either nuclear or 
mass destruction,  because the Air Force is not dumb. What do you 
say to that?

Dr. Kistiakowsky. Fortunately for me, I haven’t been made 
privy to the Air Force plans, either, so I am unable to answer your  
question.

Mr. Fulton. Th at is all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Zablocki. This interchange was very interesting. My only 

hope is t ha t the consideration tha t we give to the effect of the ABM 
system on internationa l stability, was equaled in Moscow prior to 
the deployment of an ABM system by the Soviet Union. But we can’t 
be sure of that . To some degree, I agree with my colleague, that  we 
should not  v iolate the agreements on space, y et there is some concern 
on my part that freedom of space for only peaceful purposes is difficult 
to insure.

How can it be enforced? We have an agreement, that  is true ; bu t 
the Air Force fears Soviet Union intentions  of using a space p latform 
for military purpose in space. Therefore, to the ex tent one power per
mits violation the other  will, natura lly, respond. I wouldn’t condemn 
the Air Force with out first of all shaking  a finger at  the Soviet Union 
for its inten tions  in exploring the possibility of space for mili tary  
purposes.

Mr. F ulton. Mr. Chairman, one more point th at Dr . Kistiakowksy 
brought ou t was on the Russian ABM system. There is no doubt, and 
it is pr etty  general knowledge, tha t they did try  to ring Moscow. I  am 
not allowed to disclose, bu t in several other cities they tried it. Bu t 
they have never gone further. So when the Russians have no t proceeded 
with the completion of their ABM system for themselves, doesn’t it 
sort of give us an example tha t maybe they have, when they  were 
starting to deploy, found it  wasn’t worthwhile to go fur ther?

Wha t do you think of tha t?
Dr. K istiakowsky. It  seems like a logical conclusion.
Mr. F ulton. Maybe we ought  to check, because they are not  

completing their  own purpose, which they star ted out with, and told 
the world pr etty much about.

Mr. Zablocki. I would be the first to say that the Soviets made 
mistakes before and we should not repeat their mistakes.

Mr. Fulton. I t makes the mistakes easier if you see someone else 
doing it first.

Mr. Zablocki. If I may ask one final question as I  see the  time is 
rapidly running out.

Dr. Lins tone, you made a very interes ting observation, about the 
direct broadcast  satellite for voice and TV transmissions to com
munities in underdeveloped countries. This poses an interesting 
question to me. Wouldn’t we be in effect invading the rights of a 
country if we did so? Would there not have  to be international agree
ments in order to properly do so?

If we did so without an agreement, would we not, in effect, be 
triggering a propaganda  war?

Dr. Linstone. Th at is right. It  has obvious problems, like any of 
these uses, even the use of space for resource  surveys.

I agree that there would have to be some kind of internatio nal 
arrangement, because you jus t can’t go and broadcast propaganda.
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In fact, even under ideal conditions you have to worry about the incorrect use of this type of concept.
Mr. Zablocki. It  would be possible tha t we might not  limit our beaming to an underdeveloped country. We could be beaming to a very developed country.
Dr. Linstone. Th at is right. It  could also be misused by someone else, such as a charismatic leader somewhere misusing it.
I would hope tha t one could at least use this type of concept for very beneficial purposes, for educational purposes, tha t you could beam programs in many languages, jus t like we use our educational television here, and possibly b etter,  using it  more effectively, so tha t you bring the classroom to any place in the desert or the jungle.
I think this is really wha t ought to be stressed in this thing. It  has to be very  carefully done.
Mr. Fulton. Do you mean bring the miniskirts to the jungle?Mr. Zablocki. If I may  facetiously comment, Grea t Britain already did that.  They brought them to the United  States.
Dr. Linstone. One of the problems tha t I worry about  is tha t if you use the TV programs as we are used to them, and they are available to every underdeveloped area, this, in fact, increases the frust rations of these people. They get the image of the average American home with two butlers, and an upstairs and downstairs maid, and they are no longer in idyllic isolation. They see what  they have, they see what  they don’t have. Here, again, is an example where technology, if you are not careful, can potentially  also be a disservice. You have to do it very carefully and thoughtfully . I would hope tha t it could be used to great advantage  for educational purposes.Mr. F ulton. There is one point:  When the chairman says propaganda war, tha t sounds like we are going to make a clattering , first, and second, jamming. Actually , when we get maybe 1,000 or 1,500 orbiting vehicles and have computerized systems with line-of-sight radio or TV waves, it would be impossible to jam. So it would make an open world the way Dr. Kistiakowsky said.
As Mr. Eisenhower said, it all automatically became open and possibly not subject to any regulation whatever. I don’t know how you would regula te it. Do you, Doctor?
Dr. Linstone. I can see the difficulties and I don’t have a good solution to it. But the dangers in misuse have to be worried about. Consider the technology of the future. You look at some of the  Rand forecasts and go to the year 2000, and you are concerned not only about subliminal advertis ing bu t a lot of other  possibilities. 1 don’t want  to predict when we will have them. But, again, you have a capabi lity and a danger.
Air. Zablocki. As a ma tter of fact, a conference is being held in Washington at the present  time by Intelsat. This could be an organization for the regulation of satellite  information dissemination.Dr. Kistiakowsky.
Dr. K istiakowsky. I felt that  your remarks, Mr. Chairman, were very much to the point. I just wanted to remind you of an event, I think, about 2 years ago, when General de Gaulle didn ’t like some transmission by our communication satellite and forbade the French state-controlled TV system to rebroadcast it. Of course, once you have
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direct broadcasting to the individual’s receiving sets, this sor t of 
thing becomes impossible.

I quite agree with Mr. Fulton  that  jamming may become exceedingly 
difficult. While I don’t know about propaganda warfare, wha t I am 
sure about  is that  the use of this means of spreading information, or 
misinformation, by the grea t powers will only increase the resentments 
that the less powerful, less technically advanced countries have  against 
us, and, incidentally, against the Soviet Union, So I share very much 
your conviction that  very careful international understandings have 
to be reached.

This is an  example of a general trend, that the state of completely 
sovereign nations is being destroyed by advances in technology. 
Nations now inte rac t with each other through  so many ways that 
were never contemplated when the  concept of this complete sovereignty 
was developed in internationa l law.

If I may poin t out, there is a very interes ting set of papers  jus t 
released by the National Academy of Sciences prepared for the Policy 
Planning Council of the Sta te Dep artm ent on the poten tial impact 
of science and technology on future  U.S. foreign policy.

It  brings out very clearly th is complex p atte rn of new problems.
Mr. Zablocki. Thank you for calling our attention to those papers, 

Dr. Kistiakowsky.
On behalf of my colleagues, I want  to thank both of you gentlemen 

for not only appearing before this committee, but giving such succinct 
and direct answers to the questions.

I want to assure you tha t we have learned much, and the basics 
tha t we are gettin g in scientific developments will be very helpful as 
we proceed in these hearings, as we try  to find new answers for Congress 
and our Government  to questions of future foreign policy to insure 
our national security.

Thank you very much, gentlemen.
That will conclude the meeting of the subcommittee.
(Whereupon, at 12:40 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed subject 

to call.)
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H ouse  of  R ep re se nta ti ves ,
C om m it te e  on  F or eig n A ff a ir s ,

SUB COMMITTEE ON NA TION AL  SECURIT Y PO LICY
an d S c ie n t if ic  D ev el opm en ts ,

Washington, D.G.
The subcommittee met at 10 a.m. in room 2255, Rayburn House 

Office Building, Hon. Clement J. Zablocki (chairman of the subcom
mittee) presiding.

Mr. Zablocki. The subcommittee will please come to order.
This is the thi rd  meeting in a series of hearings by our subcom

mittee. The topic  for this morning’s discussion is th e effect of  space 
and weapons developments on U.S. alliances and security commit
ments abroad.

The first, two sessions, as you recall, were devoted to a discussion of 
the weapons in space developments and deployments of the 1960’s 
WTO's, and  beyond. Today we move from  a consideration of weapons 
and space systems, the hardware  so to speak, to the effects which scien
tific and technological advances have had or will have on strategic 
thinking  and nat ional  security policy.

To discuss thi s very vital subject, we are privileged to have with 
us today two of America’s ou tstanding authorities in strategic plan
ning, Mr. Herman Kahn and Dr. Thomas Schelling.

Mr. Kahn  is director of the Hudson Instit ute  at Harmon-on-H udson, 
N.Y., formerly with the Rand Corp. He is one of the founders of 
general methodology for strategic decisionmaking, which is widely 
used by our Government. Through such works as “On Thermonuclear  
War” and “Thinking About the Unth inkab le,” Mr. Kahn has helped 
shape national defense planning  for more than a decade.

Dr. Schell ing is a professor of economics at Harva rd University  
and a member of the faculty of the  Center for International Affairs at 
Harvard . He is a  consul tant to a number of  Government agencies and 
organiza tions concerned with national security. Like Mr. Kahn, Dr. 
Schelling has influenced America’s strategic thou ght through his work 
and books, the most recent being “Arms and Influence.”

It  is my understanding, Mr. Kahn and Dr. Schelling, tha t longer 
statements will be inserted into the  record and you will summarize 
your presenta tion.

As you know, we opera te under the  5-minute rule. At  the  conclusion 
of your statements, the members of the committee will ask questions 
for 5 minutes per member, and retu rn to the members desiring to ask
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fur the r questions at the conclusion of the round of questions by each 
member present.

Further, if eithe r of you gentlemen has  a biography that you would 
like to present to be included, it will be placed in the record. If  you 
will supply that  to the clerk, he will be very apprecia tive to you.

Gentlemen, we are pleased to have you with us today.
Mr. Kahn, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HERMAN KAHN, DIRECTOR, HUDSON INSTITUTE, 
HARMON-ON-HUDSON, N.Y.

Mr. Kaiin. The tit le of my paper should be “Some Curren t Defense aDoctrines, Issues, and Debates.” I have a fair ly thick document here.
I only want to summarize, I think, the major issues that concern us 
today.

If  the Chair would like to  t urn  to page 4 of the document, it  illus- «
trates, quite graphically, the fi rst issue I would like to  ta lk about. On 
page 4 I have listed in rath er barebones fashion the technology of 
central war or strategic war in 1951, 1956, 1961, 1965, and 1970.

Anyone examining these lists, who understands the operational 
character istics of the systems described, will immediately notice that 
the change in the art of warfare was greate r in each of these 5-year 
periods than occurred, shall we say, form the Civil W ar to World 
War I, or W orld War  I  to World War II , or World Wa r I I  to 1951.
So any experience—or psuedo-experience from thinking —gained in 
any of these periods could be quite misleading in the next period.

In planning  new systems we ought  to plan, as we will see in a mo
ment, 10 to 20 years ahead. Our thinking  tends to  be at  least 5 years 
behind, so we tend to be 15 to 25 years behind the requirements. One 
first reaction in trying to  cope with a problem like this is to simplify 
the issues in some way. I  think  it is a sound instinct, but it also can be 
misleading.

The basic conclusion which most people have come up with is what 
we call finite deterrence, which is a simple concept, and which if  valid 
and practica l would succeed in reducing the complexities. The basic 
concept is to have a simple and balanced finite de terrent composed of 
invulnerable offense forces and no defense forces around cities. Neither 
side’s missiles can destroy the other  side’s missiles and thus ei ther side 
can always destroy the other side’s cities. *

It  is quite clear that under those circumstances, it is most improbable 
tha t anv nation would launch an all-out salvo of missiles because the 
almost inevitable result would be m utual homicide. This deterrence of 
all-out attack is the most d rama tic problem, and finite deterrence does *
sort of solve it. Indeed, it  seems to most a good solution.

It  also has another grea t virtue.  If  both sides adopt this solution, 
it would seem to stabilize the arms race. Once one has “overkil l”—to 
use a loose word—one does not need to go further.

Fin ite  deterrence seems to have a thir d grea t virtue: Many of its 
proponents, at  least implicitly, believe one does not need to think  about 
these issues any more. Once one has arranged for a contingent but 
automatic mutual homicide, the deterrence is se ttled—at least if one 
has the finite deterrence view of the world.



There is a  four th great vir tue : Fin ite  deterrence is relatively inex
pensive.

It  lias a number of othe r grea t virtues which I  will not go into. Any
one would think t ha t this amount of vir tue would reign  unchallenged, 
and it does. But  finite deterrence happens,  I believe, to be very dan
gerous, both as a pictu re of the world and with regard to  the strategy 
it leads to.

Beneath each of the technology charts  on page 5, I  have another 
chart—an issue c har t that indicates some of the issues th at arose in 
each of these periods. I don’t want to spend time here  discussing these 
issues. They would take  a g reat  deal of time. I t is interes ting to me, 
though, tha t there is, in some sense, a lower level of discussion today  
of many of these issues tha n was true 8 or 10 years ago.

'Wliile many of us unders tand more today about some issues, many 
concepts that were widely understood 8 to 10 years ago are  no longer 
understood and must be explained even in a rath er sophisticated dis
cussion. This does not occur accidentally. If  one can’t cope wi th the 
kind of a change shown on page 5, he tends to forget about it. I t is 
just  too hard to keep working on this  seemingly endless and insolvable 
problem.

This position would seem to be perfectly reasonable for the man in 
the street? a mother  or a householder, but not for the Government or 
the technical experts, the man responsible for policy. He has to think 
the problem through. He has to recheck his concepts and doctrine 
every year.

There is another  p oint  I  m ight mention. Most people, even experts, 
tend to be against almost anyth ing tha t changes the s trategic  pic ture. 
It  is interes ting to note, i f one looks back at  the debates of the fif ties, 
most people who were interested in arms control were terrified at the 
thought of the new ballistic  missiles. The ir deployment appeared to 
create an absolute increase in danger. The missiles could easily be kept 
on a lert—available for  use in a matte r of seconds—and they required 
only about 20 to 30 minutes  to reach the ir targe t. They looked much 
more dangerous than bombers to most people.

Today almost everybody is c lear that the change from bombers to 
missiles probably increased the safe ty of everybody concerned, at  least 
for the past decade and  the next decade. B ut tha t didn ’t change the 
fact tha t they were terr ified when the missiles were procured.

The change from being naked to a ballistic  missile defense posture 
raises some of the same automatic anxieties. People are gravely con
cerned about this  “escalation in the arms race.” And the old picture 
does change if defense comes in. But from many points of view, in
cluding tha t of arms control, I would argue that ballistic missile de
fense makes sense. It  helps more than  it hurts.

If  you read the public debate, you would get absolutely no inkl ing 
tha t this statement mig ht be valid. I  am submitting an article to the 
New York Times which I  hope will open up some of these issues. Bu t I  
cannot blame people, who have only been exposed to public debate, 
having a one-sided view of the issue.

This has nothing to do with any kind of  censorship. It  is simply that 
most people who discuss these issues come from academia. Academia 
has a sociology. I t is pacifistic, cosmopolitan, anti “m ilita ry-industria l”
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com plex, and toda y alm os t pa rano ical ly  suspic ious of the  U.S . 
Governm ent.

I  w ould g uess  th at  abo ut  90 to  95 perc en t of th e peo ple  who are  more 
or  less  ful l-t im e plan ne rs  an d analy sts  in the  defense busin ess ten d to 
fa vo r p roc ure me nt of  a t l ea st a th in  ball ist ic miss ile defense. Ye t about 
th e same percen t o f the  peop le who are  “pa rt- tim e c on su lta nts ” te nd  to  
be a ga inst d eploy ing  AB M in any form .

Th ere are  two  obv ious answers : The mos t obvious  is, “The firs t 
grou p has been bought an d the second grou p is ind ependent. ” An  al 
mo st equ ally obvious  c onjec ture is, “T he f irs t g ro up  is serio us and the  
second gro up  is am ateu ris h.” 1 believe n eit he r con jec ture is very  valid . 
Th e fir st grou p is in ter es ted  in defense and ten ds  to stre ss the  vir tue s 
of  such concepts—th ou gh  much less single mi nded ly th an  the  second 
gr ou p opposes them . Th e second grou p comes fro m a cademia and thus  
has a very def inite ideolo gy and po in t of  view. Bo th  gro ups ten d to  
reflect th ei r biases.

I f  yo u tu rn  t o page  6, yo u find the  second gr ea t concern  tha t people 
have. In  c ha rt 5 on page  6 ,1 tr y  to  give a sense o f wha t the  la st decade 
or  two  migh t look  l ike . Thi s ch ar t is int ended to  fr ig ht en  people who 
are not  in ter est ed in a rm s control.  I f  they d on’t get  fr ighten ed , we make 
th e ch ar t longer.

I  have yet t o meet  a pers on  who does not c olla pse  eve ntu ally. So th ere 
is a sense in wh ich  every  serious  ind ivi du al is concerned about th is  
technolo gy and  whe re i t is  going.  We  are  all  con cerned.

Th e issue is not, “a re  we conce rne d?” , b ut  wha t is the  best  way  to 
deal with  it?  Th e sim ple  reject ion  of  som eth ing  new may not be the  
ri gh t answ er.

Let  me tu rn  now, if  I  may, to page  10 o f the fir st appendix,  ri ght 
pa st  the blue  sheet , Yo u will find  a typica l summ ary  of  a ty pica l 
deba te on defense.

Those w ho a re  an ti AB M tend  to arg ue  (a) the deplo ym ent  is to ta lly 
inef fective ; or  (b)  it  is too  effective. That  is, it  accelerate s arm s races 
or  gives the Go ve rnme nt  such excessive confidence  th at  it  wil l tak e 
unn ecessa ry risk s.

One  also finds th e posit ion  (c ),  th a t it  is bo th  ineffective and too  
effective; th a t is, po sit ions  (a ) an d (b)  above toge ther.  Or you find  
posit ion  (d ) it  is ne ith er  too  effec tive no r too ineffective . Po sit ions  
(e) an d (f ) give a sl ig ht ly  more  so ph ist ica ted  vers ion  o f p osi tions (c)  
an d (d ).  Th us  deplo ym ent might  no t be effec tive enough  to prote ct 
people,  b ut  it  m ight  fu rn ish enough  of  a fac ade to stimula te the  arm s 
race and to  lea d to  ri sk  tak ing.  Th is  is the stan da rd  posit ion  ag ains t 
ABM.

I  arg ue  th a t a mo re lik ely  or  accurat e asse ssment  is (f ) , th at  it  is 
effective eno ugh  to  w arr an t the various  costs, bu t no t so mu ch so as to 
stimu lat e t he  ar ms  r ace inord ina tely.

Po in t (g) is comp licate d and probably th e mo st accurat e de sc rip 
tio n of  all.

W ha t I  hav e done in  th is  append ix,  t o tu rn  to page 1, is try  to lis t 
wh at I jud ge  to  be th e 10 m ajor  argu me nts  in fa vo r o f th e deplo ym ent 
of  a th in  ba lli sti c missi le defense.  I  lis ted  on ly serio us arg um en ts,  
no th ing I  judg e to  be specious, no th ing t hat  I  belie ve is easi ly a nsw ered 
or  demolished. I  lis ted the m in  or de r of  decre asi ng  importance in my 
per son al jud gm ent.
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These 'arguments to me are so persuasive that , to be provocative , I 
sometimes tell audiences tha t I consider the deployment of the thin  
defense to be noncontroversial. People look at me a little  bit  curiously 
and say, “Wh at do you mean by tha t ? ”

I then submi t an operational def inition: I f we spend the next hour 
discussing this issue, something over three-quarte rs of this  audience 
will change the ir minds—and will no t change it back easily when they 
argue with someone else—and the remaining  25 percent will be shaken. 
There are very few public controversies about which one could make 
this kind of remark, and I  believe this is one of them.

Let me now discuss a few of these “pros."’ I  will go th rough  the pros, 
first, because I  am more interested in them.

Fir st of all, it is important to be in the business. Why? There are 
two cases, where one side is in the business and the other is not. If  either 
side is in the business, they learn about these systems. There is a kind 
of intensity of research, development, think ing, planning, procure
ment, operations, picking up the details, which is just not there if you 
are researching  a thing ju st to be in the business of research. I t is very 
hard  to keep people motivated.

But if the other  side is in the business then we must also understand 
this problem. In  the past we have found weapons effects and failu re 
mechanisms which would give the defense something like 100 percent 
effectiveness; then we learn  how to negate those effects. This has hap
pened a number of times.

I want to put it very strongly; us we studied these systems we found 
certain effects that  could destroy an incoming missile. We did not 
know about these effects before. We have calculated tha t again st the 
missiles we actually had, the effect worked nearly 100 percent. If  you 
didn’t notice the  problem and react app ropr iately, the other side would 
have a great advantage, perhaps even a 100 percent defense.

We then calculated  how to circumvent the effect, and then the sys
tem is worthless again. But if you have an ything th at is tha t uns table, 
you be tter be in that  business, because if  the other side works out the 
effect and has the system deployed to take advantage of it,  but  you did 
not notice it or l earn  about it early enough, you are dead.

There may still  be many destruct mechanisms we haven 't thou ght  
about. In  some cases, even if the defense doesn’t know about it, the 
Ixunb will know, and the incoming missile is still dead. In other cases 
it takes new tactics  or retrofits, or other  modifications to explo it the 
new effect.

That is the basic situation. If  you have a missile coming in and you 
explode something in  the general area of t ha t missile, there  may exist 
effects tha t we do not know about. This has been true in the pas t: it has 
been true for every year of our defense business in some system or 
oth er; it is going to be true of the future.

Nobody can prove tha t he can penetrate a ba llistic missile defense 
system. You cannot prove any estimate. "When people say tha t they can, 
what they are really saying is “The  missile will survive all the effects 
I have checked into, but I  do not have enough experience or knowledge 
to have confidence eithe r t ha t I know all of the effects or that I have 
even done the calculations correctly.”

What about the  effects you didn’t th ink about? Well, I can’t check 
those, you see. F or  most defenses, it usually goes the other way. When
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I  happen to say, as I have said in the past, tha t I believe the country  
can survive a nuclear war, what  I  am saying is it  will survive all the 
effects I  have looked at.

But I should always add “assuming the unlooked at, unrecognized 
effects are not important.” ABM is the first time one can reverse that 
argument and use it  agains t the  opponent. That is a very important 
point.

A second reason for deploying a thin defense system is tha t we may 
eventually  wish to get into the serious business o f defense. A country 
like the United States, if it got  really scared, probably could p ut in 
something close to an effective antidefense against any other country 
in the  world. It  would cost some hundreds of billions a year to do this. 
Nobody is proposing it.

But we have done this kind of  thin g in the past. You will remember 
Roosevelt’s 25,000 airplanes which people thou ght ridiculous and 
turn ed out to be easy.

In  1950, Congress was debating whether the defense budget should 
be $14, $15, or $16 billion. The  previous year it had been $13 billion. 
There was the test imony tha t the country would risk bankruptcy . Then 
North Korea marched in to South Korea and Congress author ized $60 
billion. That author ization  changed the technology of warfa re. I t made 
B-52’s enti rely feasible. It  made SAGE technology feasible. Minute
man, and Polaris technology feasible, and so on. None of them could 
have been fitted into a $10 to  $20 billion  a year budget.

There are all sorts of weapons systems today  which would suddenly 
be feasible if we put, say, half  of the GNP in defense. When would you 
put  half of the GNP in defense? When you have a  phony war. You 
go into war as the Brit ish and French did in World Wa r II . They 
wouldn’t attack  the Germans  because they were afraid  of German 
counterattack so they mobilized thei r defenses instead. Tha t could 
happen again.

There  is only one way to deal with a “Hitle r.” He  says to you, “My 
way or no way,” and he means it. He says, “One of us has to  be re 
sponsible and it will not be me.” He  says, “One of us is crazy, and 
between the two o f us it  is very  important to give way to a crazy man, 
and I  am the one who is crazy, not you.”

I t is very difficult to deal with this kind of an individual, because he 
may not be bluffing. Much of the time Hi tle r was not bluffing. He meant 
wha t he said. So, what do you do? Bluff back? He is not  bluffing.

If  you can’t bluff, then you may wish to be in a position where you 
can literally fight  a nuclear war. I  discuss in the report what is invol ved 
in such a mobilization. One wouldn’t want to take 10 years to get into 
that  position. It  would jus t be too long. Two years would be much 
better , and tha t is about what you could do i f you spend money. Three 
years  if you don’t, but have the knowledge, experience, and basis on 
which to  build.

What  is the thir d reason? The th ird  reason is an interesting one. The 
system may work against many Soviet attacks. Why? I put this down 
as a low-confidence measure because I  wish to look respectable, but  I 
think  it is more 1 ike medium-confidence.

The  way we do the defense planning  of this country is so peculiar 
that  this  possibility gets overlooked. I  have seen the following scenario
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any number o f times. We discover on Monday an effect which is an ni
hilating. On Tuesday we talk about 100 percent defense. On Wednes
day we find out how to negate it—at least in theory. On Thursda y, 
we assume the Russians have already negated  it or are underway to 
doing so.

We have in our country large bureaucracies. They tend to be ra the r 
rigid,  and very hard to  influence. I can go down, say, to the Stra tegic 
Air  Command and quote them a study that shows tha t they get  peak 
performance in  penetrat ing Soviet defenses by carrying  10,000 pounds 
of countermeasures in every other plane. They agree with me. W hat 
do they do? Double the ir countermeasures from 50 pounds to 100.

A practical man almost never does more than  a facto r of two in his 
life on the basis of a purely theoret ical argument.  A 100 pe rcent in
crease is big. Almost no one is going to do a 10,000 percent increase on 
the basis of an argument. I can demonstrate  this  effect in histo ry over 
and over again. For instance, the top  Russian generals tend to have an 
average age of 61. Ours tend to be 56. I  have talked to Russians  and 
given them an example much like th is and said, “You will not  change 
your system,” and they laughed because they know this as well as I  do. 
Indeed most systems do not change easily. All  have thei r rig idit ies and 
biases.

Don’t misunderstand me, the Russians have the  technology and the 
knowledge to negate our system. The proposed system seems to be rela
tively easy to negate by a technologica lly advanced power. Bu t any 
man who believes tha t just  because the technology is availab le and the 
art  is available tha t a system will always react promptly and p roper ly 
has simply not observed systems. We are rigid. The Russians are 
transcendentally rigid. They have rigidities  we never dreamed of;  
they invented  some of them.

Number 4 is a crucial issue. I f there  is a widespread expectation in 
the world that  countries will be naked of missile defense then  any 
country with  a Pola ris submarine  is a g reat power. I t could take out 
16 cities. Many countries would aspire  to great power status. In  fact, 
you can buy a missile fo r a couple hundred  thousand dollars, and 10 
io r $450 million.

Any count ry with, roughly speaking, $50 million—and p roper man
power—could get into some kind of strategic business. You simply 
don’t w ant to make strategic warfare  cheap. You don' t w ant to make 
great power status available to any country with $50 million  to spend.

Rather, you wish to say, “You are not a great power unless you have 
a modestly effective ballistic missile defense system and only two 
countries can do th is.” This keeps you ahead of  the others. I t takes the 
heart out of the arms race, rat her  than accelerates it.

If  you will turn to page 4 ,1 have an argument tha t cuts two ways. 
Almost any defense system introduces  significant uncertainties. You 
may be able to penetrate the opponents system or  explain  th at  you can 
do it with high confidence and yet the decisionmakers cannot—or, 
more likely, will not take the time to—follow the  a rgument. (I t will 
take at least 3 or 4 hours—perhaps 3 or 4 days—to make th e argument  
persuasive.)

It  may be difficult to get  3 or  4 hours—much less 3 or 4 days—with 
Brezhnev or Kosygin. (But it is eas ier to get 5 hours  with Brezhnev
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than with the President of  the Uni ted States. Their decisionmakers are 
not so busy as ours.)

These uncertainties are  really there . I  have already pointed out that 
there is no way to prove one can penetrate.  This uncertainty is also 
one th at can make an entire race. If  you always do an “offense con
servative” calculation, and he is “defense conservative,” and both sys
tems are overdesigned, one can spiral upward . In  actual practice, this 
does not seem to happen. I t could happen, bu t for a number of reasons 
it has not.

Fi rst  of all, people normally do not do offensive conservative cal
culations—except on special aspects such as the MIR V calculation and 
procurement. For one thing, they  tend to feel, probably  correctly, 
tha t for most deterrent purposes any chance th at the reta liato ry sys
tem will work is sufficient to deter. (In other words, they don’t say tha t 
he must have no doubts at all tha t he will suffer unacceptable damage, 
but only, “if  he has any doubts at all tha t he cannot survive, he is 
much more likely than not to avoid the  risks.) ”

Even if he decides to go to  war, he then must design a system and 
use tactics tha t hedge agains t disaster. He cannot use the cheap and 
easy way to get through, because if tha t doesn’t work it fails com
pletely, if  he has to work overtime.

I have already mentioned No. 6, bu t it is a separate  issue. If  you 
find out a new effect, a new tactic, a new piece of equipment, th at will 
change the performance  of the  system, if you have a system which 
can accept th is new tactic, new effect, or new piece of equipment, you 
are in business.

If  the  other side does not have the system, he is out of business.
I repeat, these kinds of thing s have come up every single year I have 

been in this  business, and I have been in this business 20 years. I as
sume it will happen again in the  future.

No. 7 is important. Eve rybody knows that we live by a thread . There 
are aler t missiles in the Soviet Union pointed at Washington today. 
I assume tha t they are careful people, that  they don’t make many mis
takes. We have missiles pointed  at Moscow. We are careful people. 
We don’t make many mistakes. One or the other of us may some day 
make a mistake, and both systems will have performed magnificently, 
if they  stop tha t single missile.

There  are two issues here. One, i f you have early warning,  if you 
know when it  takes  off. you have about 25 minutes to decide whether 
to press the trigger or not, or the other guy calls you. If  he has 
launched a missile accidentally, there is a good chance tha t he will call, 
and he can do that fast.

So, you may not have to have standby orders. I  would prefer  a sys
tem with standby orders. This  has  another difficulty. I t is reasonably 
safe to explode a multimegaton weapon 400 miles up in the atmos
phere. It  is true  th at if one looks a t it, he will r isk retinal burns, and 
if he continues to look at it, he will risk blindness. All I can say is 
don’t look at it. You don’t look a t the sun, so don’t look at the thermo
nuclear explosions. If  you look a t the sun, you will get retinal  burns, 
and the same thing is true of missiles.

Such an explosion also creates some worldwide fallout , such as the  
old tes ting system did. Finally , it also violates the  tes t ban. I t is a big
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thin g to explode a nuclear weapon in peacetime. I  would think tha t 
the proper procedure for a single incoming missile is to assign three 
missiles to the  interception. One missile tries  to get a conventional kil l. 
If  there are no countermeasures accompanying the single missile, it 
may be relatively easy to get very close. If  tha t fails, the second missile 
tries to kill with a low kiloton weapon. I f that  fails,  the th ird  missile 
tries with a megaton weapon. This could be a standing order. This  is 
a reasonable thing  to do.

I would repeat t ha t No. 7 alone is sufficient reason fo r deploying the 
systems, even though it is No. 7 in prioritie s.

No. 8 is also importan t.
Well, I have run overtime here.
Let me jus t finish with a comment tha t obviously there are many 

arguments against ballistic missile defense systems. A grea t many of 
them make sense. An even greater number are  specious.

In the long run,  I  suspect a safer arms control world is one in which 
there is a heavy emphasis on defense and deemphasis on offense. This 
is safe in all kinds  of ways, even though it contrad icts directly the 
usual picture of a desirable balance of naked nuclear offense forces. 
This idea of defense emphasis was introduced about 3 or 4 years  ago 
and we at Hudson have done a fai r amount o f work on it. B ut I  don’t 
want to take up  the time of the committee on t ha t idea.

I do want, for the  sake of the record, to point  out tha t from the  arms 
control point of view, defense emphasis can be argued to be more stable, 
more desirable, safer , easier to  control, looking at the long run,  than  
offense emphasis, which is the usual position.

Thank you very much for l istening so courteously.
(The biography of Mr. Kahn follows:)
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(The prepa red statement of Mr. Kahn follows:)
Some Current Nuclear War I ssue s 

(By Herman Kahn)
(Note.—This paper  represents  the views of its  author. No opinions, sta tements 

of fact, or conclusions contained in this document can properly be at tributed  to 
the Institute, its staff, i ts Members, or its contrac ting agencies.)

1. HISTORICAL AND FUTUROLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES

In order to obtain appropriate perspectives on the implications and complexities 
of almost any current  nuclear war  issue such as the current controversy over 
the deployment or nondeployment of a ballistic missile defense (BMD) system, it 
is useful to have in mind the dynamics of technological change. We wan t to be w
able to cope with the futu re environment both intellectually  and in the develop
ment of appropriate “hardware.”

The charts  on the following page argue that every five years since World War 
II we have experienced a revolution in mili tary technology comparable in magni- 
tude to the developments tha t took place, say, between the Civil War and the 
Fir st World War or between the Fir st and the Second World Wars. Typically, 
doctrinal adjus tments have lagged one or two “revolutions” behind the technolog
ical developments. There is a serious danger  tha t we today may evaluate and 
assess such issues as the deployment of BMD in terms of concepts and categories 
primarily relevant to a phase in military technology belonging to the past. Per
haps there will always be such a lag  in our intellectual ability to cope with rapid 
environmental  change—and here I am thinking not only of technological change 
but social and political changes as well. But to recognize th is surely provides no 
excuse for complacently accepting “conventional wisdoms.”
Recently (post World War I I)  there has been a revolutionary change in the art 

of central war every  five years or so
1. 1951 Technology

B-50 and B-36 form backbone of U.S. SAC
Experimental aeria l refueling
Init ial production of B-47
First  flight of XB-52
Manual a ir defense system sta rted
Air defense has F-80, F-94, F-86, F-84
Production order fo r Nike-A
Nuclear-powered airplane under development
Third or four th generation atomic bombs
Russians have: TU-4, IL-28, YAK-17, MIG-9, MIG-15, and have tested three 

nuclear weapons
Air research and development command, Lincoln Laboratory , Rand Corporation, 

etc., established
2. 1956 Technology *

Last B-47E produced 
B-52 and KC-135 phased in
B-56, SNARK, and XP6M-1 (Martin Seamaste r) fly 
REGULUS 1 in service
ATLAS, TITAN, and THOR in crash programs 
Century series of fighters phased in 
Missile master and sage in production 
Nuclear-powered plane still under  development 
Nuclear rocket under development 
Nuclear-powered submarine launched 
Inexpensive, flexible atomic bombs 
Third-generation thrmonuclear bombs
Russians have: Badgers, Bears, Bisons, MRBM’S (SS-3), H-Bombs, MIG-17,

MIG-19, YAK-25, SA-1 (GUILD)
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3. 1961 Technology

Arms control (tec hniques a nd policies)
Contro lled response (techniques and policies)
Satelli tes (VANGUARD, P IONEER , DISCOVERER, TIRO S, TRANSIT  NOTUS, 

MERCURY, etc.)
Soft A tlas  and  so ft IRBM’s deployed
25-PSI  ATLAS, 100-PSI  TITAN, BMEW’S, and  Pola ris  phased in
Crash program on MINUTEMAN
Guidance (in er tia l) breakthro ugh
B-47E, B-52G and H, B-58 form bulk of SAC
Bombers operated a le rt  an d dispersed
Sage and M issile-master pa rtiall y deployed
BOMARC A and  HAW K being phased in
Nike-Hercules, F- 10 0,101,102,104 in service
Cheap civil defense
Inexpensive , efficient & versa tile  nuclear weapons 
There a re fou r nuclea r countries
GOOSE, NAVAHO, REGULUS I I, F-108, etc., cancelled
Russian s have: BLINDERS , ASM’S (“KENNEL,” “KIPP ER ,” “KITCHEN,” 

“KANGAROO”) , ICBM (SS-6) , IRBM (S S- 4) , MIG-21, SU 9, SA-2 
(GU IDE LIN E)

4. 1965 Technology

Indepen dent  nucl ear  de ter ren ts practic al 
“Lim its” of bomb technology 
MINUTEMAN II I and  PO LARIS A,
Sophisti cated sa tel lite program
BMEW S-B, MIDAS-B, SAGE-B, BOMARC B and  C, NIKE-ZEUS A and B, 

HAWK B, F-108 , B-58B, B-70, nuclear-powered airpla ne  or rocket, and  
dynosoar all  technologica lly possible  b ut cancel led

Bulk of  megatons on ’’improved” B-52 , B ^7 , and  B-58 
Prot ecte d command a nd control 
Inexpensive, reli able re search missile 
Supe r guidance
Ast ronaut ics
Russian s have: SLBM (SARK, SERB ), ICBM’S (SS-7, SS-8, SS-9,  SS-11), 

IRBM ’S (SS-5, “SCAMP”, “SCROOGE” (MO BIL E),  YAK-28, MIG-23, 
STOL +  VTOL TECHNOLOGY, SA-3 (GOA), MOBILE SAM (GANEF, 
GAINFUL) , GRIFFON, GALOSH (ABM)

5. 1970 Technology

Precur sor  pre ssu res  (and pre parat ion s) for  nuc lear weapons for  “ne ut ra ls” and 
losers of W orld  W ar I I

FB-111, SCRAM, SCAD
Sophisti cated measure/c oun ter-measure BMD pene tra tion systems
Low CEP w arh ead s
MIRV (Mu ltiple Indepen dent  Re-entry Vehicles)
Poseidon
Sentinel and o the r BMD sys tems
Sup erh ard  silos
Airborne doppler  shi ft rada rs  a nd  oth er soph istic ated  ai r defense systems 
Multiple app lica tion s of las ers  under serio us development 
C-5 type logist ic ai rplane s
Various m ili tar y uses of sa tel lite s (inc luding development of  LASP (Low-Alti tude 

Space P lat form s) and HASP (High-Alt itude Space P la tfor m s) )
Decisions on AMSA, ICM, ULM?
Also new tech niques  in counter insurgency wa rfa re,  e.g., ba rr ie r technology, so

phi stic ated gun ships, computerized population contro l, nig ht vision and  other 
detectors, etc., a nd m ost imp ortant of  all a b ett er unde rstand ing  of th e “Class ic” 
princ iples  of patrols,  ambushes, nig ht operations, pursu it, police opera tions , 
intelligence , use of indigenous forces,  etc., so tha t modern technology is used to 
aid  these o pera tions rathe r t ha n to  fight and  supplant them.

Per hap s also new tech niques in  insu rgency
Russian s ha ve : FOBS, MRV’s, thi rd-gen era tion SLBM (“ Sawfly” ), solid-fuel 

ICBM, mobile ICBM (?) , some ABM, helicopter car rie rs,  and  naval inf antry
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6. Some early fifties issues
1. Aerial refueling vs. overseas bases for bombers
2. Active and passive defense systems
3. Deterrence  by nuclear strategic bombing vs. by “Detroit”
4. Role of mobilization bases (pre-and posDattack)
5. Pres idential command and control over nuclear weapons
6. Role of NATO, WEU, U.N. peacekeeping, etc.
7. Role and value of such “methodologies” as game theory, linear programming, 

cost/effectiveness, operations research, systems analysis , etc.

7. Some mid-fifties issues
1. Typical att itudes toward nuclear war
2. What is a thermonuclear war  ?
3. How might it sta rt?
4. With what  tac tics?
5. How might it  end?
6. What were the objectives?
7. What is deterrence?
8. What is a good deterrent?
9. How do you go about analyzing a de terrent system?
10. What  are typical results?
11. What  are the long-run implications ?
12. What are  the current choices for the U.S. ?
13. For  others?
14. How do these affect long-run prospects?

8. Early and mid-sixties issues and formulations
1. Distinctions between various  kinds of deterrence
2. Deterrence vs defense and /or  offense
3. Controlled response and city-avoidance strategies
4. Multi latera l nuc lear forces
5. Atmospheric test ing
6. Damage limitation vs assured destruction
7. Cost effectiveness, systems analysis, and “whiz k ids” move from think tanks

to Pentagon
8. Program planning budgeting
9. Other increased “civilian interfe rence” (in research, development, procure

ment, operations, doctrine and war  plans)
10. Chinese nuclear weapons
11. Inexpensive civil defense

9. Mid-/late sixties issues
1. BMD vs assured destruc tion
2. NPT vs alliance sensitivities
3. Other U.S.-S.U. discussions on arms control
4. Civilian interference in the operation of a war
5. BMD for SAC vs BMD for cities
6. Thin cover BMD vs th ick
7. Escalation in SVN
8. B-52’s in a local war
9. Chinese strateg ic systems

10. Superiority vs sufficiencv vs pari ty
11. AMPSA vs F - l l l  vs B-52

10. Early seventies issues
1. More serious consideration of many of the early issues and especially serious 

consideration of the possibility of practical non-utopian long-term control of 
the arms race.

2. At the same time there  seems likely to be a less rational and more emotional 
level of debate and discussion.

3. Focus on reducing co-locations of bases and cities.



994. Superior ity versus par ity versus “suffic iency.”5. Gre ater reliance  on fea r of “ rock ing the boat”  and less on e xpl icit  capa bilit ies.6. General de-emphasis on credible  and “not incredible”  first strike capa bilit ies versus great er emphasis on g eneral fea r of escalation  and grad uate d responses.7. Lesser dependence on fo reign  bases.8. Re-emphasis on nucl ear sha ring issues , inclu ding  command and control and plann ing.9. New  emphasis on nucle ar guar ante es and nuclear free  zones for neutr als.In discussing  how much stra tegi c theory has  change d since World Wa r I I  it is custo mary to stress the importa nt role playe d by new technologies such as nucle ar weapons, long-range air cr aft, missiles, and Polar is submarines. Almost equa lly impor tant is the fac t tha t these new technologies themselves change very rapi dly. And  it is not only the spectac ular  change s which make a difference. For  example, the change from high  explosives to kiloton nucle ar weapons, while more spectacular, was probably not as big as the chang e from kiloto ns to megatons. In the first case, one sti ll talk ed about point targ ets and wha t was destro yed; in the second case one tends to ta lk  about area targ ets and what  survives. In  the first case one can still  thin k in terms of World Wa r I I ; in the second case, with multi-megaton weapons, one thin ks in terms of forces  of natu re, of country-wide or world-wide eff ec ts; one thin ks of atta cks  on the environment itse lf. To take  anoth er example, some year s ago, as indica ted in Ch ar t 3, intercontinental missiles  achiev ed a degree of acc uracy which was a fac tor  of five or so better than  many  had expected. This mean t tha t against  har d “ point targets ” missiles were at  least 25 times more effec tive than  antic ipate d. A  thous and of the new m issiles  would do about the same job aga inst hardened targ ets as  twenty-five thousand of the old missiles. Ye t very few people discussed, or even noted, the magnitude of this  change and its possible consequences.Consider anothe r example. As  indicated in Ch ar t 5, it has  been reported by the Ame rican  press tha t the U .S . wil l put three M IR V ’s (multiple  independe ntly- guide d reentry vehicles) in its  perhaps 1,000 Minutem an I l l ’s, and 10 M IR V ’s in each Poseidon. From possessing somewhat more tha n fifteen hundred or so targetab le warheads available for immediate launching,  the U.S . would have  about  five times as many  ale rt nucle ar weapons, or about  seventy-five hundred. I f  this  is so, and the M IR V  is reasonab ly accu rate  and flexib le, it migh t easil y provide the U. S. with  an ann ihi lat ing  “ first-strike  cap ability” aga inst  even one or two thouand Sovi et ground-based missiles. Thu s even though  the Soviets have , in recent years , doubled or trebled the number of deployed missiles, the intr oduction of M IR V  greatly  increases their vuln era bili ty to U .S . atta ck. The opposite could also be true if  the Soviets can put a tech nica lly advanced M IR V  of  the ir own in thei r adm ittedly much larg er (in payload cap acity) missi les. In  general, aft er seeing the firs t five char ts on the next page, one can make the flat  assertion tha t any nati on with  the technology given by any one of these cha rts  could  be relatively easi ly beaten or destroyed in a therm onuclear war  by a nation with  the technology of a later cha rt, or could its elf  beat or destroy a nation with  a technology of an ear lier  cha rt. Ther e is no auto matic nucle ar bala nce of  terror—i t depends on keeping up. (Th us, even today the Nike- Zeus system we have inst alled  at Kw ajalei n Isla nd could  be deployed in sufficient qua ntit y as to e asily  stop an at tac k by any curre ntly deployed miss ile system. If , of course, we should deploy the Nike-Ze us system we wou ld probably find i t negated by even simple countermeasu res— so simple tha t the Chine se, for  example, mig ht be capable  of hav ing  them by 1975—as  opposed to the Sent inel or Saf egu ard  system s which  probably present the Chinese with an impo rtant penetration problem. However, we discuss  thi s later in Appe ndix I on pros and cons of BM D. )As  indic ated by Ch ar ts  1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, this improvement in missile  accu racy  and effectiveness is only one exa mple of many , many  changes  tha t have occurred and are sti ll occurring . Cha rts  6, 7, 8, 9 an d 10 illu str ate  both doctrinal  lags and how issues change  with  technology. I am not suggesting,  of course, tha t the issues  are structu red ent irel y or even prim arily  by the ava ilab le technology. In  fa ct , I would argue tha t a host of tac tical poss ibiliti es, conceptu al limitat ions  and cre ativ ity, and bur eau cratic and human cons train ts and limi tatio ns, all  burie d in and influenced by current socio-political trends are decisive  he re ; but thi s is not the time or plac e to go into this in any deta il. Wh at I wish to illu str ate  is tha t there is nothing  sacred or immortal  about the strategic concepts which
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struc ture the current debate on national security issues. Hence, I would argue 
tha t we should be willing also to look beyond some of the current concepts and 
assumptions—particularly  in regard to the current BMD discussion. We will 
do this in the next and later sections of this  report.

The first chart on the second chart page gives one scenario for nuclear pro
lifera tion in the future. It  t ries  to make the point tha t it will be most difficult to 
preserve in perpetui ty tha t result  of World War II  which made for a power 
hierarchy in which the five members of the winning coalition (Mainland China is 
included here ) have nuclear weapon privileges while the losers of the conflict and 
everyone else remain “underprivileged.” By 1975 the war  will have been over 
for 30 years  and the basis for the acceptance of the result s of tha t war will 
presumably have been almost completely eroded.

The next cha rt indicates one difficulty which both the new and  older nuclear 
countries will have in obtaining new systems. I am referr ing to both the short 
and long lead times involved. This, however, is not true for what I call im- «.
provised on-the-shelf systems which consist mainly of putt ing together subsystems 
and components which have already been developed. W’hile such marriages are 
very difficult, they can often be brought about very rapidly.

Charts 4 and 5 indicate some of the likely technological developments in the a rt  
and capacity of warfa re in the rest of this century. We should note with  reference 
to Chart 2 that the current decisions on BMD will affect our defensive capabilities 
and options for a great  many years. They also have a significant impact on 
the kinds of choices tha t ar e made among the technological options of the future, 
parti cularly as these choices are  likely  to be influenced as much by the prevailing 
attitudes, outlooks, concepts and analy tical categories as by what is possible in 
strict ly technical terms.

We should also have in mind the long-term systemic alter ations which may take  
place in the international sys tem; both in terms of where we would like to see 
developments take us and what  par ticu lar “solutions” we want very much to 
avoid. Char t 6 lists some possibilities. It  is impor tant to assess the implications 
of our BMD decisions along these macropolitical dimensions as well. With all 
this forming a broad context for our considerations, let us now tu rn to relative ly 
specific strategic issues.

Future increasing capability for  both change and mass destruction
1. One scenario for nuclear prolifera tion

1945-“1955” : Five victors of World War II either  in itiated  programs or achieved 
a blast

“1955”-1970: “Gestation” for proli feration  to nonvictors
1970-1979: Japan in the early seventies, West Germany about 4 or 5 years later 

soon followed by Italy. Other possibilities are Sweden and Switzerland or Aus
tra lia  and India

1980-1989: Argentina-Brazil-Mexico, Egypt-Israel, and /or  P akis tan seems likely,
Yugoslavia, Rumania, S. Korea, and Taiwan are good possibilities

1990-1999: “Everybody”
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MODEL T AND MODEL A STRATEGIC ERAS

LATE LO 's :

EARLY 5 0 's :

LATE 5 0 's ;

EARLY 6 0 's :

LATE 6 0 's :

EARLY KT; B -5 0 's , & B -3 6 's ; LITTLE "THEORY"

T

MATURE KT; B - h / 's ;  MANUAL AIR  DEFENSE; NIKE 
AJAX; "SIM PLE " THEORY

MATURE TN;"’ B -5 2 's ; SAGE, CENTURY FIGHTERS; 
NIKE HERCULES; B-36 PHASED OUT; U- 2;  TURKISH 
RADAR; APOCALYPTIC VIEWS, FIRST & SECOND- 
STRIKE ISSUES, RELIABLE GO-AHEAD ORDER

ALERT FORCES; ADVANCED TN; "INVULNERABLE" 
MINUTEMAN & POLARIS; MANY R&D CANCELLATIONS; 
CONTROLLED RESPONSE; EARLY ARMS CONTROL; 
CIV IL  DEFENSE, "ACCEPTANCE OF PROCUREMENT 
POLICIES & MILITARY DOCTRINES APPROPRIATE 
TO A DETENTE"

FURTHER IMPROVED TN; SOPHISTICATED MISSILES; 
MORE ARMS CONTROL; MORE CANCELLATIONS; LITTLE 
PERCEIVED THREAT; SOME ATTENTION TO
"REALIS TIC " SCENARIOS & MOBILIZATION BASES

•'THERMONUCLEAR DEVICES

4. The  n e x t de cade  o r tw o

E a r ly  70’ s : Super soph is tica te d  T N  weapons  & m is s il e s ; " e a r ly ”  b a ll is t ic  m is s ile  
defe nse; e ff e c ti ve  sho rt -r ange  a rm s co n tr o l,  b u t In d ia , Ja pan, W est G erm any, 
Is ra e l & o th e rs  w il l ha ve  peace tim e & m il it a r y  p ro g ra m s th a t  m ake m uch  
s im p le r th e  a c q u is it io n  o f n u c le a r weapons  & ev en  adva nc ed d e li v e ry  sys te m s ; 

p re p a ra to ry  m ov es to  a cqu ire  n u c le a r weapons
L a te  70 ’s : new  ae rosp ac e of fens e &  de fens e sy stem s (p erh aps u s in g  la se rs  o r 

nuc le a r pow ere d  veh ic le s ),  la te  1950 & e a rl y  1960 te chno lo gy w id e ly  d if fu sed , 
m any N th  co u n tr ie s  a n d /o r  exte nsiv e  a rm s  c o n tr o l th a t  is  m ore  e ff e c ti ve  th a n  
su ch  th in g s  as  th e  c u rre n t n u c le a r p ro li fe ra t io n  tr e a ty  and te s t ba ns

E a r ly  o r m id -8 0 ’s (a t  le as t p o te n ti a ll y )  : F ra nce , G erm any,  Japan, and  th e  li k e  

w i l l  h ave th e  p o te n ti a l f o r  a t le ast  a  post-m odel A  te chno lo gy
C h in a , B ra z il ,  M exic o, E a s t G erm any, I ta ly ,  & so on , w i l l  have  th e  p o te n ti a l fo r  

a t  le a s t a m odel A  tech no lo gy
P o te n ti a l fo r  im p ro ve d  m od el T  te chno lo gy ge n e ra lly  a va ila b le  ( in  pe rh aps f if t y  

co u n tr ie s )
U.S.  & S.U.  co u ld  have  m ass iv e spac e ca p a b il it ie s— both  de fe nsiv e  &  offensi ve—  

e ffec ti ve  ae rosp ac e de fens e (a t  le a s t a g a in s t m od el T  & A  th re a ts )— e x tr a o r
d in a r il y  fl e x ib le , re li a b le  & enorm ous ly  ca pabl e re a l tim e  co m m and, co n tr o l,  
com m un ic a ti on , and su rv e il la n ce  sy stem s— ela bora te  and fl e x ib le  w o r ld -w id e  

lo g is ti c  ca p a b il it ie s — etc .

5. In  th e  la s t de cade  o r tw o  o f th e  20th  ce n tu ry

1. As a re s u lt  o f o rd in a ry  im p ro ve m en t and deve lo pm ent,  s im p le  nuc le a r- a rm ed , 
lo ng-r ange veh ic le s w h ic h  a re  ve ry  in expensiv e and a va ila b le  to  e ve n ve ry  sm all  
po wers . A n y  o f th e la rg es t pow ers  and m any sm a lle r ones shou ld  be able to  
ob ta in  and  m a in ta in , sa y,  500  m is s ile s  w it h ,  sa y,  c u rre n t "M in u te -m a n  ca pa
b i l i t y ”  o r  b e tt e r fo r  one o r tw o  b il li o n  d o lla rs  p ro cu re m en t co st  o r les s and  a 

fe w  h u n d re d  m il li o n  d o lla rs  a n n ua l upke ep  (1965 d o lla rs )
2. M ore  o r  les s w id e ly  a va ila b le  techno lo gy :

N ew  k in d s  o f nuc le a r wea po ns
V a ri o u s  k in d s  o f la se r o r  o th e r “ death  r a y s ”
A  m enu o f te ch niq ues fo r  e ff ec ti ve  ch em ic a l a n d /o r  b io lo g ic a l w a r fa re  in  

v a ri o u s  a p p lica ti o ns
N ew  k in d s  o f b a ll is ti c  m is s ile  de fens e p a r t ic u la r ly  e ff e c ti ve  aga in s t re la 

t iv e ly  sm a ll  of fens e fo rc es o r  aga in s t fo rc es w h ic h  use unsoph is tica te d  
te chno lo gy a n d /o r  ta c ti c s
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Similar  developments for air  defense against  airborne threats 
Well-understood doomsday machines (or near-doomsday machines) 
Tsunami (tidal  wave) producers
Climate changers, ea rth scorchers, or o ther ways to modify or damage the 

environment on a large scale
New forms of psychological, or even direct mental warfare 
The invention of a “nuclear six-gun” technology—or at least  the develop

ment of inexpensive and widely available versions of the nuclear weapons 
and other weapons of mass destruction characteris tics of the military  
technologies of the mid- and late  Twentieth century.

3. Depending on the defenses of the large powers and the super-powers (and 
other “technical and tactica l deta ils” ), these weapons systems may prove to be 
“equalizers” in the Gallois or “American west” sense, or they may allow for a 
definite h ierarchy of powers. Some of these systems, and certainly  much of the 
technology behind them, might also be relatively available to private individuals 
or at  least private  organizations and extremist  political factions.

4. The development of very effective techniques for  counterinsurgency warfare— 
and perhaps for insurgency and/o r terro ristic  activities as well. The latt er 
could allow even relatively small groups, if not effectively opposed, to disrupt, 
easily and effectively, almost any society. Yet much of the new technology— 
with  the possible reinforcement of onerous social controls—might also make 
^uch insurgency or terrorism difficult or limit its effectiveness.

How Will Escalation Be Handled in the Twenty-First Century?
1. Minor modification of current  system
2. All-out war system withered away

A. Rule of law
B. Plura listic  security community
C. Rule of fait  accompli (internal war)
D. Instrumental wars (rat ional self-interest r estr aints)
E. Agonistic wars (limited by absolute rules)
F. Potlatch wars (space, foreign aid, “showy” systems, etc.)
G. Other substitute for ce ntral  war

3. Elimination or control of weapons of mass destruction by :
A. Agreement or revulsion
B. Large setback to civilization

4. Other basic change in system
A. Bloc systems (with re stra ints and ri tuals)
B. Community sanctions
C. Condominiums (U.S.-S.U.?, collective security?, U.N.?)
D. Concert of (large  or small) powers
E. “World government”
F. World empire (or empires)
G. Disarmed, but “uncontrolled” nations

2. SOME CON TEXTUAL PER SPE CTIVES ON TH E STRATEGIC IS SU ES

At the upper levels of nuclear warfare  we are not only considering events that 
are  completely unexperienced, but increasingly hard  for many to envisage; despite 
much intellectual progress in some areas , in other areas ideas which were once 
reasonably clearly and widely understood are disappearing from the discussion 
or being simplistically and/o r ideologically distorted. It  is therefore very easy 
to sympathize with the common attitude  th at simply rejects the concept of “fight
ing a war.” There really are  two forms of this reje ction: he first rejects deter
rence as well, arguing tha t it is impossible to live with the threat of nuclear 
weapons because if the thr ea t exists over a long period of time, eventually the 
weapons will be used—and the possibility (sometimes the term used is “cer
tainty ”) of escalation to all-out levels makes deterrence actually a strategy of 
eventual  suicide and homicide. The second form of rejection holds th at we must 
rely completely on deterrence and not even examine seriously, much less prepare 
for, any of the ways in which deterrence can fail.

It  is this last atti tude tha t often in the past filled planning papers with refe r
ences to “instant retal iation ,” “ins tant  use of nuclear weapons,” “instant  this” and 
“ins tan t that,” when i t was clear  to almost everybody tha t nobody would jump



103exuberant ly into any  nucle ar escalatio n—much less the large- scale  use of such weapons.1The insistence on a term such as “i nst ant” sugges ts tha t the write rs of these plans  were eager to believe tha t the government would not stop to thin k. But  a government tha t did not stop to thi nk would be extrem ely accident-prone , and,  moreover, much too trigger -happy in crises tha t develop slowly. Cle arl y even relat ively  reckless decision-makers—when it comes to auth oriz ing nuc lear  use— wil l in most circumstance s thin k throu gh both the problems a nd the consequences of such action. The refo re those plan ning  documents  tha t are libe ral ly endowed with various kind s of “ instants,”  or in  which there is  a dependence upon “ resolve”  alone, are unl ikely to express rea list ic contin gency plans. They  may introduce  a useful unc erta inty  in the enemy’s mind, but even this is incre asingly unl ike ly. Almost all  they are  likely to accomp lish in the futu re is to give a fac ad e to the poli ticia n and  an excuse to the “p lann er”  to persist in the psyc holo gical rejection of nuc lear weapons, a rejec tion tha t force s the nation  to rely enti rely  on deterrence wor king , without  ev er e xam inin g r eal isti cal ly how deterrence  m ight  be strain ed and even fa il.The opposite of reject ion is, of course, “a ccep tanc e.” Th is means, at  the min imum conced ing not only tha t the weapons exi st, but tha t they may be used. Wh at does this  mean in prac tice?  Pa rad ox ica lly , it seems incre asingly like ly to mean a jud gment  tha t the best strategy  is to go back to one of  the rejec tion  strate gies. Th is position can be supported by the argument tha t wha teve r the const ructive measu res which migh t be taken to alle viate or l imit the consequences of the act ual use of nucle ar weapons, they are likel y to be swamped by various mista kes and nega tive consequences. The  most obvious possibility  is th at  it is simply int elle ctu ally , adm inistrat ively, and financia lly too difficult to keep up with  the kind of rapid development described by the five cha rts  on page  4. Therefore  some other method must be found  to cope with the problem. The  one tha t most “ lay  analy sts” seem to have  found most sat isfactory is the notion of keeping the two super-powers absolu tely naked of defenses but with  “ inv ulnerable ” offensive forces. The invulnerabili ty is perhaps to be achie ved as  much by a mut ual agreem ent not to try  to obtain  counterforce cap abil ities, and of course the absence of  defenses makes  even a small survivi ng force quite leth al. (These calc ula tion s are often done quite unrea list ica lly ignor ing, for exam ple, the possibility  tha t there migh t be las t minute evacuation or other civ il defense prepa rations th at  could be quite effec tive aga ins t relat ively  smal l resi dual fo rces .)Once one is firmly fixed on this  pictu re of two naked super-powers, each possessing invulnerable  forces , one tends to have  an almost man ic hatred  for any effort to alle via te in the sligh test any of the possible deleterious  consequences of a war. Th is tends to create an intense ideological bias aga ins t try ing  to consider any  kind of defenses, control, and even the dangers of being nake d to Nth countr ies, or the likelihood tha t such nakedness  would tempt anot her nuclear power to attempt  to achieve  super-power stat us by the procurem ent of  a relatively  small for ce.2A different atti tude, and one I share , is tha t one m ust recognize the possi bility of a controlled and limited use of  these weapons, and of the des irabili ty of al leviati ng the consequences, wheth er or not there is much control or limitat ion.  In  principle, at  leas t, doing this can improve deterrence, while at  the same time decreasing mar kedl y both the likel ihood of a catastro phic  mist ake and  the consequences of  a fai lur e of deterrence. Th is is not to argue tha t if  therm onuclear war occurs it wil l necess arily be contr olle d; only tha t it migh t be controlled. (How ever, I would judg e it quite likely , in a large range of circu msta nces , that  decisi onmakers wil l attempt,  at  least in iti all y, to mai ntai n lim itations and cons traints.)There seem to be at leas t two differ ent attitudes towar ds this idea of “controlled wa r.”  Some ana lysts seem to prefer this concept in a context in which two super-powers are naked, thus avoi ding  any notion that  either power migh t try to “w in”  or improve its stra tegi c position by its milita ry operati ons. Othe r ana-
1 See, fo r example, my note on pag es 185 an d 186 of On Es ca latio n:  Meta ph ors and  

Scenar ios  (P ra eg er , 196 5).
2 We shal l dis cuss fu rt her  In App end ix I, on th e pros and  cons  of BMD. some the 

un re al is tic  as pe ct s of th is  at ti tu de.  We can sym pa thi ze  indeed  w ith  th e de sirabi lit y of 
solv ing a ll of  th e com plexiti es of th e arms rac e and of str at eg ic  r eq ui remen ts by th is  simple, 
and  to  many,  peaceful picture of a naked  balan ce  of te rror . How ever, as  in di ca ted in the  
appen dix , i t  seems to be qu ite  im plausib le bo th  as  a predict ion  of w hat  is going to 
happen  and as  a desirabl e si tu at io n.



lys ts, inc lud ing  the autho r of this paper, tend to believe that both defenses and coun terfo rce capa bilit ies and operat ions can be impor tant, desirable and even moral, and tha t while there easi ly may be control led reprisal aga inst civi lian  target s in a nucle ar war, the norm (in both a norma tive and predic tive sense) should envis age attempts to improve one’s strategic position vis-a-vis one’s opponent at  the same time tryi ng to lim it the loss of civ ilia n lives and property.Ther e used to be a nother appar ent form of accepta nce which was real ly a disguised form  of rejection—a rejec tion similar to tha t of those who rely on deterrence alone. This was an excess ive and exp licit  attemp t to obtain  deterrence of  various action s by threatening a massive orgia stic spasm of damage  and to try  to give credi bility by resolve alone or by resolve and rig idit y—to announce tha t one intended to act like an autom aton or “force of natu re”  in follow ing through announced retaliation policies—despite even a possible certain ty of equal damag e being inflicted by the enemy in his  spasm reta liation. It  was  believed that  if  one appeared sufficiently committed, one’s opponents would not be w illin g to take  any risks , but would simp ly ada pt their  action s to avoid the thre at represented as a force  of nature . Thus, if  one of the super-powers made clea r it would “ ine vita bly ” launch an all-out uncontrolled spasm att ack  if provoked by certa in actions, if  the other side believed this thre at, it would be unlikely  to carry through any of the forbidden acts. A much used metaphor for this  kind of policy is play ing the game of “c hicken”—blind , drunk, and conspicuously out of control. The other playe r then almost  has to give way. Such policies almost inevitably turn out to be declar atory policies—i.e., for good, poli tical, prud entia l, technologi cal and many other reasons, they are bluffs . They  are so obviously “ostensib le” tha t they really amoun t to a form of psychologic al reject ion of the existence of nuclear weapons and an indulgence  in fan tasy and illusi on. Bu t this hope for  poli tica l or mil itar y gain s by the use of star k nuclear thre ats—p artic ularl y as a response to nonnuclear or limite d nucl ear provocations seems to be diminishing—a t least  inso far as people hope to exploit such stark threa ts exp licit ly.Almost everyone is convinced, whether he accepts or rejects nucl ear weapons, that in the long run the current inte rnat iona l system Is unaccep table. This belief is in its elf  a source of serious erosion of morale. It  also leads to much illusionary thin kin g tha t one might make sufficient reforms in the system in the near futu re as to fund amentall y change its cha racter.  Some place their  fai th  in a rapid evolution of the nation-state system to one o f world law—u sually witho ut addressing serio usly the issue of the world leg isla ture.3 Others  hope to bold the nucle ar line at the curre nt point more or less indefin itely (which means say ing tha t the five victo rs of World Wa r I I —inc ludi ng Mai nlan d Chi na as a victo r—may  have nuclear weapons, and the losers and neutrals may no t). 4 St ill  others, noting the impor tant changes mentioned in the early part  of this paper, assume tha t the inst itut ion of war has withered aw ay, but that  we jus t have not noticed it and are artif iciall y keeping i t alive .It  is because of these tendencies to overemphasize the degree of change,  and because of the many difficulties  in coming  to grips with the subject , tha t it is also important  to note t hat many thin gs have  not changed. Exc ept  possibly in Western Europ e, the nation-state is sti ll the main engine and means for  society to get thing s done. There is nothi ng new in escalatio n-prone conflic ts, conflic ts in which each side decides for its elf  the jus tic e of its  cause , its prospects, and how fa r it wil l pursue its ends. I f a war sta rts , the war will stil l ulti mately  end, and, even if  there is a large and uncontrolled nucle ar war , it is unlikely  (as  fa r as we can judge)  tha t there will be an “end of history.”  (The  need to add the phrase “as  fa r as we can judge”  does strike a new note.) The recuperation tha t will  “prob-
8 The most  serious atte mpt, th at by Grenvil le Clark and Louis Sohn, gives India and China the  same represen tation as the  U.S. and the  Soviet Union, and thre e times the rep resentatio n of Japan,  Germany, Prance , and the  United Kingdom.< While many people would he wil ling  to say to the  Germans th at  they  cannot change many  of the  ter rit or ial  results  of World  War II  wi thout hav ing a war. few would be willing to say. “Until you win a war, you will be politically  second class.” Yet, many West Germans have Inte rpre ted the non-pro liferation tre aty  In exact lv th is sense. Those tre aty  negotia tion s also provoked many In Jap an, Ita ly,  and India. One can make a plausible case th at if  no nego tiations had tak en place, there stil l was lit tle  or no chance for  any pro life rat ion  before 1975. Not Germany but  Ind ia would have been the  most likely “next” nuc lear  power, and an Ind ian  nuc lear weapons program in itself  would not touch off fu rth er  prolife ration. The only way to judge  the  non-prol ifera tion tre aty will be by its  Impact ten  or more years  hence. From  thi s poin t of view, one can make a point of argumen t th at the  tre aty , by rai sing nuclear fea rs and nuclear  expectations, by making sta tes  Intensely  inte res ted  in safe-guarding  thei r nuclear  Inte res ts, actually  advanced nuclear pre parat ion s In a number of sta tes  by an appreciable amou nt, or at  least tended to do so.
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ably” occur, afte r such a war, will probably involve and restore international re
lations, as well as other aspects of normality. Before a war  has occurred inte r
national crises will still involve bargaining and the possibility of escalation, and 
if there is escalation the bargaining  may continue during the escalation. Morale, 
courage, and daring can still make a great deal of difference—before, during, and 
in the termination of any crisis. Both before and during the use of violence there 
are still possibilities for “long shots” and surprises. There are still possibilities 
for nuclear “Cannaes” 5 and nuclear “Pearl Harbors” ; and even the possibility 
of mutual  destruction is not really new ; only the speed and thoroughness with 
which it can be done. Finally , there are possibilities for both rational and ir 
rational decision; for rational and irrational  actions and motivations, fo r war by 
calculation as well as by miscalculation, for limitation , prudence, and plan, as 
well as rigid and all-out spasm attacks.

To the extent tha t one take s the possibility of war seriously a t all, it is of even 
grea ter importance than usua l to have sound or brilli ant strategies , good or excel
lent tactics, high performance and reliable programs and equipment—since so 
much more is being risked.  There is also a real possibility for a formal decla ra
tion or war—perhaps followed by a lengthy phony war, such as  occurred during 
World War II. In fact, many of the scenarios writt en at Hudson Inst itute , in 
studying these issues, o ften bring in such possibilities as the kind of “phony war” 
with which World War II  s tarted .

One reason for this  is very simple. It  is difficult to write a plausible scenaria 
in which a nation goes to nuclear war  to seek immediate, positive gains. It is 
even difficult to  imagine initia ting a nuclear  war in the belief tha t a sta te’s long- 
range prospects might be improved. (Even if calculations or analyses indicate 
this possibility, few analysts  think there  is any significant probability tha t an 
actual government would believe the calculations or, even believing them, would 
tru st them—be willing to rely on them to the extent of ri sking “all” on a simple 
throw of the nuclea r dice—or even on a complex manipulat ion of loaded and 
biased dice.)

On the other  hand, one can imagine going to war if there  are grea t external 
pressures  to do so—if disas ter seems overwhelmingly imminent if one does not. 
There could also be pressures  to act first, to strike before the other side strikes. 
This situation—in which there is mutual pressu re to strike—has much been 
studied and has been the nightmare of many arms controllers and st ra teg ist s; 
indeed some will argue tha t it has been excessively studied. It  is also impor tant 
to note th at  there may he much pressure to go to war, but t ha t this pressure can 
often be easily nullified by the counterpressure exerted by fear  of the possible 
consequences of a w ar; i.e., by deterrence.

As a resu lt there is now widespread consensus t hat the only time the fea r of 
war is overcome is when there is an even greate r fear—when the war—if success
ful—will resolve some desperate crisis, or avert some kind of grea t disaste r. A 
state  compares the stark consequences of not fighting with fighting—or at least 
of war with no war. In many scenarios a simple declaration of w ar may suffice 
for the immediate  problem. This was precisely the problem the  Brit ish and 
French had in World War II. They thought they could do nothing to stop the 
invasion of Poland, but they could not allow this invasion to become a fait  
accompli, so they declared war. What was to happen next was not a t all clear, but 
at  least the mere passage of time would not rati fy German occupation. As dis
cussed later, such a “phony war” can be a most useful option.

Conceivably such a situation could occur today. An implausible, but  perhaps 
instructive scenario might go as follo ws: assume the Soviets reinforced East  
Germany and Czechoslovakia with fifty or a hundred divisions, made it very 
clear tha t they had more than  adequate second-strike capability, and then de
cided to take  Ber lin, perhaps killing a thir d of the  Allied garrison in the process. 
There could then be many different scenarios for a United State s or NATO 
retalia tion, but  there seems lit tle tha t could be done physically against a deter
mined Soviet Union—parti cula rly if there  are also 800 or so IRBM’s pointed at 
Western Europe.

What the United States  could do, however, is declare war and mobilize. A 
massive mobilization would make a difference. For example, in June 1950, the 
Congress was debating whether the defense budget should be 14, 15, or 16 billion 
dollars. North Korea marched into South Korea, and Congress authorized 60

8 Cannae, an ancient village In Sou theast  Ita ly,  was the  scene In 216 B.C. of Han niba l’s 
crushing  defe at of the  Romans. By br ill ian t cava lry tac tics  Hanniba l managed to sur
roun d the  ent ire  force and  cut i t to pieces.

27-065—69-
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billion dolla rs. The author ization  suddenly  made feasible such weapon systems 
as Minu teman Pola ris, B-25’s, ai r defense and  the like (none of these could be 
fitted into  a 15 billion dol lar a year bud get ). Simi larly , the author iza tions in 
th is scen ario  could make “feas ible” techno logical systems which are unfea sible  
today.

Consider an  extre me form of thi s scenario (discussed fu rth er  in Appendix II , 
under the tit le  “The War of Competitive  Mobilizat ion” ). Assume the U.S. pos
sesses an ade qua te enough deter ren t to prevent a Soviet att ack on the United  
States,  even though we provoked them  enormously or put  real pressure on them 
to preem pt. Under these circu mstances , in the  above scenar io the  United States 
might well decla re war. Berlin, af te r all,  is the  mos t sensi tive spot on ear th. A 
dec lara tion  of wa r might  easily  he followed by budgets in the hundreds of bil
lions of dol lars  a year. With such pre par ations, it  would be possible to build 
almo st a “spa re United Sta tes” undergro und  in a  year or two. Even more impo rt
ant , it  would be possible to employ such missile  systems as  GAMBI or othe r space 
defense systems, in which orb iting sat ell ites shoot at  missi les while  the  missiles  
are  in  the boost phase, and  very vulnerable to at tac k. It  i s true th at  such systems 
migh t easily cost a hundred  billion or so t o deploy, and  many tens  of millions a 
year to mainta in, but  they would be well within  the  ava ilab le budgets . One can 
imagine missile  defenses in depth, w ith  sys tems which shoot a t m issiles  while they 
are  be ing launched, in the  boost  phase , in mid course, re-enter ing the  atmosphere, 
in high atmo sphere and in low atmo sphere. Such a system migh t be extremely 
effective because it put s incom patib le or competing requ irem ents  on the design 
of the  penetration measures .

A s tudy of thi s kind of competitive mobil ization is impor tan t for  the fut ure  in 
two w ay s: (a ) it could, ju st  a s the  Korean mobilization did, chang e the “rules of 
the game” by moving the arm s competition to a qua lita tive a nd  q uanti tat ive  level 
at  which the Soviets cannot comp ete ; and therefore can be used by the U.S. as a 
special tac tic  or stra tegy in which it  tries to deter provocation and  if deter rence  
fai ls changes the rules so th at  it  can either  do something or be in a position of 
gre at streng th any way; or  (b) a competitive  mobilization situat ion  may be 
thought  of as a great disaste r, almost as dangerous a s nuc lear  w ar itself . Some of 
these  issues, as well as even more bizarre possibiliti es, are discussed in 
Appendix II.

I t is of cruc ial importance for  us to under stand th at  many wars are  won, not 
by the  introduction of new technologies  or sheer  mass of weaponry, but by com
petent and  ingenious tac tics  and  by crea tive  and  sta tesm anl ike  stra tegie s, and 
th at  the re are many opp ortu nities today for  such competence, ingenu ity, crea
tivi ty, and  statesmanship. Probably one of the most serious defects in current 
discussion is the general unw illingness to recognize th at  these  oppor tunities exis t. 
Of course, in some ways the  p res ent situ atio n is an improvement over five or six 
yea rs ago. I remember ear ly in 1962 I gave a briefing at  the Pentagon in which I 
ass ert ed  th at  the Hudson In st itu te  had  the world’s fou r gre ate st experts  on how 
to term inate a nuclear wa r which had  ju st  sta rted. I fel t th at  thi s was quite a 
feat  since a t the  time we were less  tha n nine months old. Someone asked  me 
how I had  managed to hir e these expe rts, since a new organiz ation usua lly has  
gre at difficulty in hir ing  people of such capabilit ies, especia lly at  a time when 
the re was  grea t competi tion in t he  United  Sta tes for  s tra teg ic experts. I answered 
th at  it  real ly was much easie r than  he realized. I had  simply asked  four of our 
jun ior  people to spend two or thr ee  days on the subjec t. Since, so f ar  a s I knew, 
hardly anyone was  thinking about the  problems of war term inat ion, that  made 
them  the world’s greatest  exp erts .

The re had  been almost no s tud y of how to win a  w ar—which is one kind of war 
terminat ion —except by the  most brute -force method, namely reducing  the enemy 
to rubble. Sometimes such a vic tory  is defined as two Americans and one Russian 
surviving . But  this is not usu ally how victo ry is defined and  wars are won ; 
ra ther , they are  usua lly won by subjecting the enemy to one’s wil l or some issue 
or  issu es ; the more clever the  str ategy and  tac tics of fighting, the  less damage 
one has to do, and suffer, in ord er to at ta in  th at  objective. I am referr ing  here, 
of course,  to combinations of “controlled response,” “flexible response,” and the 
use of int ra- wa r deter rence a nd  p ost attack blackmail, as crucia l too ls in a nuclear  
wa r—much more cruc ial than  naive emphasis  on technology, numbers, and sim
plistic  scena rios would indicate . (I t is also wor th notin g th at  the same mis-em
pha sis seems to have  plagued our  Vietnamese policies—and to an almos t un
believable degree. See, for example, Can IFe Win  in Vietnam?, New York, 
Praege r, 1968.)



107An understanding of strategy may help not only in offense and defense, hut also in arms control. Tak e, for  exam ple, the somewhat  bizarre  concept of  a “ nuclear talio nic rep risa l,” or what might  he th ough t of as a nucle ar “ tit -fo r-t at. ” Th is is the n uclea r a nalo gy of the B ibl ica l “eye for  an eye.”When one side suffe rs a nucle ar att ack  or other nucle ar provocation it responds more or less in kind , or at least in some manner reasonably proportionate to the other’s provocat ion, usin g means and tact ics appro priate  to the situ atio n. I f  a nuclear talio nic repr isal termin ates nucle ar violence, the process may be considered a kind of nuclear peacekeeping.The idea that  such a technique migh t be used to punish nucle ar “ breaches of the peace”— and even be a kind of arms control— strikes many people as bizar re. It  obviously has more in common with the render ing of justice  in prim itive  tribes than with the methods of mainta inin g public order in modern national societies.  Yet abst ract  jus tice is hardly  more ava ilab le today in the inte rnation al arena than in the prim itive  tribe. Officia l jus tice , as we normally understand it,  is rendered by an im par tial  auth ority with  no specia l or personal intere st in the decision. It  includ es provisions to control those who break the public peace, making use of agents  of this imp arti al author ity who aga in normally are with out  specia l or per sonal involvements.In inte rnat iona l relations what  can subst itute  for  this impers onal cour t and its agen ts? In  prac tice,  a partia l answe r has been fo und on occasio n in techniques  typical of prim itive  (and even semi-advanced) communitie s which hav e not evolved the mach inery for  the imperson al enforcement of law and jus tic e. In such communities a common form of deterr ing, punis hing, and redre ssing crimes against individ uals  or the public peace is some form of lex talio nis, app lyin g the principle of not only at least  “a n eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth,”  hut also at most  an eye for  an eye and a tooth for  a tooth.8 In the nineteenth century,  this kind of response found some intern ational lega l stand ing in the doctrine  tha t a state  was entitle d to retalia te for  an illegal  provocation with a “proportionate repr isal”  and that this proportionate repri sal should then term inate the official state of hos tilit ies. Our term, “ nucle ar talio nic reprisa l,”  a pplied to nucle ar retaliations , carries  a connotation that  the response is intended to be proportiona te, violence-l imitin g, and consiste nt with an early  and mutually accep table  nucle ar cease-fire (or at least de-e scalation). In some cases, the cri ter ia of due proportion and violence lim itat ion wil l depend on the states  concerned and the context. How ever , in all  cases the nucle ar talionic  response is intend ed to produce a t least a nucle ar cease-fire or other nucle ar l imit ation .At  least conc eptually, the use of nucle ar talio nic reprisal as a basic technique for keeping the nucle ar peace has more in common with many U. N. peacekeeping operations than  with normal jud ici al procedures. Thu s nucle ar talionic reprisal does not result  in an inves tigation of who is righ t. It  is intended—as most U.N . peacekeeping operations are—sim ply to stop the violence, but with  a recognition tha t it is most unlikely  tha t the violence can be stopped while the provoca tion or damage is one-sided and the more grievo usly injured party is capable of nuclear retalia tion and wil ling  to carry it out. Presumab ly the least one could hope for is a rough “e vening out”  of at leas t the nucle ar damag e, and aft er  tha t at least  a “ nucl ear cease-fire.”There is also  the possibility  of a nuclear reprisal (or exem plary att ack)  in response to a non-nuclear provocat ion. The intention may be tha t thi s attack  then wil l end the matter, or there may be a willin gness  to accept a nuclear  talion ic or proport ionate nucle ar response with the expec tation  tha t this  wil l then terminate the excha nge.Concept s such as massive  mobilization  and limited nuclear repr isal are reall y almost an inev itable  result of the curre nt tendency toward s assured destruction as the maj or peacetime object ive of a strategi c force. This results in strat egies in which the ma jor  objective of the nation is to have a reliabl e ability to reta liate , whate ver the nature  of the att ack , with litt le or no atten tion paid to abil ity to survive the war if  deterrence fai ls. Since it is most impla usible  tha t a nation act ual ly wil l respond with an all-out att ack  to any thin g less than an all-o ut at-
9 The pr incip le of “a n eye fo r an  eye and a tooth fo r a to ot h, ” as  a vio len ce- lim itin g 

device is st at ed  in  the tw en ty-fi rst  ch ap te r of Exodus , bu t it  is fa r olde r th an  Exodus and 
can  be foun d in  the Code of Ha mm urab i. I t is alive tod ay  in some tr ad it io nal  soc ieti es, 
inclu din g some south ern  Eu ropean  soc ietie s. Fo r some “p ra ct ic al ” sugg estio ns  on how 
these ide as  might  be i nc orpo ra ted in world  wide arms control ar rang em en ts , see my ar tic le s 
in the Ya le La w Journa l, Vol. 76, No. 1, November 1966  an d in  th e Ca liforn ia La w  
Journa l.
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tack, it becomes necessary to invent such bizzare strategies as  “competitive mobilization” or limited nuclear reprisal.
One should also add to the arsenal of “useful” nuclear war concepts the idea of a “calculating war” (or “nuclear war as a continuation of politics by other means” ). In analyzing calculating wars  the major  elements are as follows:Outbreak Communication, Bargaining, and Tactics Protection during the war by u sin g:

Int raw ar deterrence
Communications with the enemy (and therefore self rest rain t) Counterforce (fas t and slow)
Active and passive defense

Bargaining during the war by :
Improving threat  position
Using slow motion and abatem ent tactics
Special a ttacks and messages
Barga ining

War termination communication, bargaining, and tactics As can be seen, I would emphasize the possibility tha t communications andbargaining between enemies will play a centra l role. This of course goes contrary to much popular thinking on the subject. Such bargaining might involve the following kinds of issues between two enemies, P and Q :
I. P’s Current and future threa t agains t Q’s :

1. Society
2. Strategic forces

A. Its  countervalue capability
B. Its  counterforce capability

II. Q’s Current and future threa t against P
ITT. p ’s Resolve against  Q’s resolve (the w/io, whom, why i ssues) :

1. Each side’s calculat ions of potential  gain vs. two-sided uncerta inty
2. Expectations about attitude s and morale
3. Current  “emotional” and objective s tate
4. Strategy, tac tics, and “technical” capabilities

TV. The Promises Each Country Can Make to the Other :1. Value of promise
2. Credibility and deliverab ility of promiseIf  one takes such ideas a calculat ing war and limited nuclear atta cks  seriously, one notices tha t there are many other  possible pictures of nuclear war than the simple picture of two massive homicidal a ttacks.  One can think of any one of the following seven scenarios as an equally reasonable model of how a w ar might go.1. Ultimatum—“nuclear signal”—negotiations

2. Fa it accompli—nuclear use—ad hoc cease fire—reasonable but hopeless demands
3. Extended provocation—ultimatums, messages, and emergency civil defense measures—“constrained counterforce” or “counterforce with avoidance”— threat s to reta liate  aga inst city bombing—negotiations or ultimatums4. Massive counterforce atta cks  to enhance likelihood of “unexpected” w’eapons effects
5. Mixed counterforce-countervalue
G. Pure  countervalue to break  spirit, bargaining,  or other purposes, and perhaps  to make more likely a pure talionic (Tit-for T at)  retal iation7. “Classic” controlled central  war  

The “Classic” Controlled War could go as follows:
1. Provocations and crises followed by some degree of improvised protection and /or  mobilization
2. Harassing escalation and  language, specific demands
3. Large but controlled counterforce attack (perhaps preceded or accompanied by a message)
4. A largely counterforce retal iatio n
5. Continued counterforce w ar unti l al l appropriate t arge ts or  allot ted forces are  “used up”
6. Some abatement and some negotiation—possibly “aided” by careful counterva lue or symbolic attac ks
7. While intermediate and slow motion counterforce war goes on8. Conventional and  tactic al nuclear war may also be going on9. Eventual cease fire or escalation in either 7 or 8 above.
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Nevertheless we should not forget in examining and analyzing the above possi
bilities th at the most likely result and objectives in a two-sided nuclea r war—once 
bombs have sta rted  to drop on both sides, but neither has an extreme advantage— 
will be a simple cease fire. This overwhelming desire for an immediate cease fire 
could arise  from any one of the following motives :

1. Mutual shock reaction swamping politics
2. Too much civilian  damage has been suffered (e.g., “Nation’s will” is 

broken)
3. Fea r that the other  side will escalate excessively even i f doing so is self

destructive, i.e., th at the rules  will be broken
4. Other costs or ri sks too great  for poten tial gains
5. Minimum “positive” milita ry or competi tive political objectives have been 

(or can be) achieved without further  military operations
6. Requirements of “equitable” retributio n have been satisfied
7. Other noblesse oblige or “potlatch” requirements satisfied (requi rements 

of honor, prestige, commitment, etc .)
8. The theory of victory or safety has fa iled—or a t least been made doubtful
9. An “ad hoc cease fire” seems technically much more feasible than a “con

ditiona l cease fire”
10. One’s relat ive military (or, better, bargain ing) position does not seem 

likely to improve enough to justi fy costs and  risks
All of thi s is very different in concept from the simple finite deterrence picture. 

However, I would argue  tha t while pure finite deterrence is unacceptable any 
one of the following six strategies could be taken  seriously as a possibility for 
the United States today :

1. Mostly Fin ite Deterrence
2. Partial Damage Limiting
3. Deterrence  Plus Insurance
4. Not Incredible Counterforce Fi rst  Strike
5. Expanded Insurance
6. Arms Control and Defense Emphasis

I would be p repared to defend any one of them as practical,  feasible, and fulfill
ing the national interests of the United States. The choices among the  s trategies  
are based mainly upon personal assumptions and values and not on objective 
considerations. (I might note, with some depression, tha t the list  is ordered 
in terms of declining political feasibility  and, in my judgment, increasing desir
ability. However, the  first four are in the range of practical political discussion.)

The fact that one virtual ly must choose a strategy by making an overall 
analysis and not by muddling through but with sweeping decision and over-all 
plan and concept, is one of the most important changes tha t has occurred since 
World War II. If one accepted only incremental peaceful changes or muddling 
through, one would almost certain ly end by choosing one of the first two stra te
gies or some other  form of finite deterrence. And, as we suggested earlier, this 
may be one of the major reasons variat ions of finite deterrence enjoy such wide
spread popula rity in the West. Very briefly these six s trategies can be cha racter
ized as fo llow s:

Mostly finite deterrence.—“Adequate” and “credible” two-way threat s with 
“guaranteed” hostages, but no unnecessary damage or autom atici ty—desired 
because of feasibility, cost, image, or arms control considerations.

Partial  damage limiting.—Concedes war can happen—simple hedges and 
cheap insurance—but limited budgets, detente, and tranq uilizer arms race— 
at  least a facade of extended deterrence capability for credibil ity of U.S. 
strategic  guarantees  and escalation adequacy.

Arms control through defense.—Also defense through arms control—pru
dential  and hedged—limits hostages—maintains great  power superiority— 
slows down arms race.

Deterrence plus insurance.—Emphasizes war can happen—insurance—in
tend to survive and perhaps  to win—no explicit first strike threats, but es
calation assurance.

Extended insurance.—Prudential,  nonaggressive but deep concern with 
crises, deterrence failing, extreme provocation, unorthodox opponents and 
preventive (just) war potential.

Not incredible counterforce first strike.— Strategic  guarantees—other ex
tended deterrence—escalation dominance—but prudential and nonaggressive 
•central war policies.
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It  is probably worthwhile to make a few comments about the Arms Control and Defense Emphasis postures. Its  advocates often t ry to make clear tha t defense is not necessarily antithetical  to arm s control. In fact, if one had to choose between a strategic balance in which a number of countries were allowed to have very large defense budgets, possibly as large as they wished, but with severe limits on the offense, or one in which there were large offense budgets but very severe limits on defense, the first might be pre ferable for a number of reasons. The most impor tant  of these ar e: (1) It  is very cheap to get into the offense business if there is no defense ; therefore, with some caveats (which may easily be neglected) any nation can become a nuclear power and may be tempted to do so. (2) If deterrence fails and there is war, the amount of damage will be significantly limited. (3) It is much more difficult to indulge in nuclear  blackmail if one has a small offense and the opponent has a large defense. (4) There remains probably more than enough deterrence for normal situations, since nobody is actually going to believe the calculations or, as  a practical matter, be willing to  r isk rocking the boat. On the other hand, if the situation is abnorma l—for example, if the other side tries “rationality  of i rrational ity” tac tics—resistance to these is likely to be much more credible.7
No discussion of fu ture  strategy would be complete wi thout some comment on the futu re of guerrilla  warfare and its interactions with higher forms of violence. There a re many reasons for believing that  increasingly, around the world, various disaffected groups may be inclined to use violence to achieve the ir objectives. These include racial, ethnic, or religious minorities, nativist  movements, some kinds of populist movments, student groups, Castro4:ype guerril las, various other political groups, and even groups which are more bandits than  politicals. One can argue that , at  least for a time and to some degree, the seemingly more stable a society, and the more permissive and economically successful it is, the more likely it is to experience anarchic movements of various sorts. But these, of course, are a far cry from the kind of guerrilla warfare  being waged now in South Vietnam. It  does not seem likely tha t guerrilla war of th is intensity  will be very common in the future. One requirement of such a war is a group of people as dedicated, competent, disciplined, and “manic” as  the Viet Minli and Viet Cong. Another requirement is suitable geography, such as  jungles  or mountains. A possible thir d may be a certain kind of mismanagement by the large, intervening power.
One could, of course, have a much lower level of war. For  example, it is very likely tha t Czechoslovakia will resist the Soviet occupation with “good soldier Schweik” techniques, but this will not prevent the satisfac tion of many Soviet objectives, as well as a good deal of ad hoc cooperation with the Soviets. We may or may not wish to think  of such passive resistance as a kind of low-level guerrilla war.
One of the real nightmares associated with these “low-level” wars is the possible use of advanced technology by the insurgents. There seem to be extraordinary possibilities here. At least in the United States, technical people characteris tically ask questions of the form “What if somebody tries  to . . . ?” ; “What then?”. This, of course, is not the current  style of guer rilla warrio rs, who are ordinarily not technologically trained nor technologically imaginative. Up to now, well- educated and technologically trained  people have been far  likelier to be members of the establishment than  insurgents. But increasingly it seems possible tha t technical intellectuals  may be co-opted into one or more kinds of violent movements. While it is not difficult to imagine the kinds of things tha t could then happen, I do not think  i t would be appropria te to furn ish any illustrations. However, the reader can refer  to Char t 5 on page 6 for some of the possibilities the next two or th ree decades may bring.
Let us terminate this discussion by considering what  is sometimes called the “powerlessness of the powerful,” but it is a very special kind of impotence. It  is often a self-deterrence which rests on unwillingness to offend public opinion or upset some modus vivcnd i between one and another power. If the nation is willing to accept a  grea t dea l of unpopularity this self-deterrence could virtually disappear.
This self-deterrence may have subtle aspects. Consider a situation, for example, in which one of the medium powers has a moderately large force of, say, 100
7 There are other reasons the  Arms Control and Defense pos ture  could be a good one, b ut I cannot go In to them here. Fo r some discussion of these see an art icle  by D. G. Bren nan in Foreign Affairs, April 1969.



I l lmissiles and 100 bombers, neither  of which could be guarantee d to penetr ate the superpower’s defenses but which the superpower could not guarantee  could  not penetrate  either. Con ceiv ably  the superpower mig ht then launc h a very larg e attack  and with very high  reli abi lity  destroy its opponent’s 100 m issiles and the 100 bombers on the ground . However, tha t would be a very large att ack  and it is almost impossible to imag ine any plausible  c risis which would just ify  destruction  of such magnitude. On the other hand, the superpower migh t be deterred from  a very small att ack  on the medium power because it could not then feel secure tha t the medium power could not retaliate and, in Gen eral de Ga ull e’s phras e, “t ear off an arm .” Thus the superpower could be “self-deterred” from mak ing an ann ihilating att ack , while  deterred by fea r of reta liat ion  from mak ing a small att ack . (B ut it is important  to remember self-deterrence is only seZ/-deterrence.)There  is another reason for wha t mig ht be calle d the “powerlessness of the powe rful”  and this operate s not only between superpowers and small to medium powers but betw’een, for examp le, the trustees of universit ies and their  dissident  students. There  is a very  real tendency for  the powe rful not to th ink through new problems. The powe rful are, by and larg e, no less inte llige nt than  the powerless, but they know tha t their power can usu ally  be used to rescue them from the consequences o f their mista kes. In general, they simply do not feel  under pressure to become ingenious, dar ing, ima gina tive , courageo us, or innovative.  The  powerless, if  they are not too neurotic as well,  are very clea r about the fa ct  tha t they  cannot get away on sheer megatonnage or billions of people or billion s of dol lars . They  h ave to be clever, ingenious, daring, innovativ e, and use a ll kinds of jiu  j its u.  Unde r these circu msta nces  the powe rful may lose the competition because  the other side has  in fa ct  circum scribed, avoided, or otherwise nullifie d thei r power.On the other han d, these difficulties of the power ful may be overcome once they have become apparent.  For  exam ple, it is not the existenc e of huge stocks of megaton weapons tha t prevents the United Sta tes  from winn ing in Sout h Vi et na m; it is poor tac tics  and strate gies . Resources  of 35 billio n dollars a year  and hundreds of thousands of men are being invested. While there is self-deter rence from major  esca latio n, there is no self-det errence on the level at which the war is being fou ght —ju« t ineffect iveness stemm ing perhaps from a kind  of  over- confidence o f the powe rful.This source of ineffect iveness may be lessened or removed in the future . Fo r one thin g there are  many kinds of new techniqu es becoming ava ilab le, such as barrier technology, sophisticated gun ships, computerized populatio n contro l, and night vision and other detectors. Even more important , there is developing  a better understandi ng of the “c lassic”  princip les of patro ls, ambushes, nigh t operations, pursuit , police operations, intell igence, and use of indigenous forces, so tha t modern techno logy is beginn ing to be used to aid classic operat ions, rath er than in a mist aken  effort to supplant them. Thu s the techno logical fac tor s tha t tend to lead to some comparative  “powerlessness of the powe rful”  on the stra tegi c level do not nece ssari ly lead to any corresponding ineffectiveness on a  more tacti cal level,  in which  superior technolo gy can be turned to adva ntag e provided that  its uses are properly though t th roug h, which in t urn requires tha t the  eff ectiven ess of the technolo gically superior not be t aken for  granted.The following appendices deal at greater length with two o f the stra tegi c issues allude d to ab ov e: the pros and cons of the curre nt AB M controv ersy and competitiv e mobi lization.A pp en di x I— Som e P ro's an d C on ’s for a T h in  BM D Sys te m  (B y Herman  Ka hn )
A.  ten pro ’sThere are at lea st ten rela tive ly persu asive reasons why a coun try lik e the Unite d Sta tes  mig ht wish to build  a “t hin ” bal list ic missile  defense system . In cluding only serious reasons and in order of decreasing importance (as  I would judg e their importance)  these could b e:1. Pa rti cu lar ly if  the Sovie ts continue with thei r BM D program (or could easi ly go back into it ),  it is  impo rtan t fo r the U. S.  to be serio usly in  the BM D  

busi ness . I f  we go ahead with a thin deployment,  an operat ing mi lita ry orga niza tion would exist , man ufac ture rs would be mak ing equipment, there would be much more serious R& D and plan ning  a nd consideration of tac tics , stra tegi es and policies gene rally  (sincere engineers, scien tists , bureaucrats, ana lysts and service management would both have  an empirical base on which to build  and be more



highly motivated) operators  would be trained, reliability problems would be 
worked out, techniques and standard  operating  procedures would be devised and 
tested, the impact of various marginal  changes would be noted, o ther useful, even vital, data  would be collected and, in general, our understanding of many prob
lems would be improved—including estimated of fu ture  systems’ costs, perform
ance, deployment time, and impact on various situations and contexts. Finally, a 
basis would have been created for fur the r improvement, innovation, re trofit, and 
normal growth, and a capability would exist  for rapid expansion and adaptation.

2. The capacity for “rapid expansion and adaptation ” is important. A light cover should reduce the lead time for  the crash deployment of a heavy cover by 
anywhere from three to five years. This is a valuable asset. Inte rnational  rela
tions might deteriorate,  and the country  might want  a heavy cover. While a heavy cover is probably not necessary today, we may not want to be in a position 
where it would take five to ten years to build one if the international situation suddenly required it.1

3. While this now seems unlikely, the system  may work well against some potential Soviet attacks. I t is usual, in  the United States, when estimat ing Soviet— 
or other—planning, to assume th at the other side is intelligent, has good doctrine 
and unders tanding  of the issues, and suffers from little  or no bureau cratic  inepti
tude or restr aint.  On the record this  has  been untrue. One need only examine the 
postwar record of either the Soviet or  American military establishments to note 
tha t in many cases they performed much less well than thei r knowledge, resources, 
and technological capabilities permi tted and the situation required. In other 
words, while the Soviets doubtless have the ability to design an offensive force tha t could easily penetrate the proposed light BMD cover, this does not mean th at 
they will in fact rapidly design and  deploy such a force—or even rapidly modify 
the ir existing system. For example, every United States defense analyst has 
known, roughly since the late 1950’s, tha t day fighters and tube fired art illery  a re 
virtually useless to the strateg ic air  defense mission. Yet, the Soviets have spent 
many billions of rubles on these capabilities, at least until very recently.

4. It  seems both imprudent and unreasonable for the United States  and the Soviet Union to be completely w ithou t protection against any Nth country. While 
it is conceivable that  the United States might be willing to remain  so defenseless tha t any country with ten missiles is a “superpower,” it is virtua lly inconceivable 
tha t the Soviet Union would be will ing to do so. Would they allow a situation to 
develop in which the Chinese, having procured two or three dozen missiles, would 
be able to destroy 10 or 20 Soviet cit ies? There is no hint, no evidence, th at the 
Soviet Union will do so. We have in the past spent something like three or four 
dollars on offense to every one on defense; the Soviets have probably spent some
thing like three or four to one on defense over offense. On the record, they prefer 
defense and probably will continue to do so. Except for a few Soviet arms con
trollers  who have spent time with Americans and Europeans and are heavily influenced by such Western thinking, hardly any Soviet planner or analyst  seems 
to think of “defense” as aggressive or destabilizing.

It would seem a major interest of both the Soviet Union and the United S tates 
tha t there  be at most two nuclea r “superpowers.” But if both of these nations 
have no ballistic defense systems, any country with a Polar is submarine is a 
“superpower” : it can destroy perhaps ten big cities. Polaris-type systems or 
reasonable substitu tes are becoming relat ively cheap and simple. If  there is no 
BMD in the Soviet Union and America, this situation—continued fo r any length 
of time—would be likely to tempt many countries to acquire nuclear  missiles. 
They would become “superpowers.” At tha t point, both the Soviets and the 
United States  probably would purchase BMD systems. On the other hand, it 
probably would prove fair ly easy for the Soviet Union and the United States to keep thei r defenses ahead of any Chinese offense, and perhaps ahead of the 
French and British (or Japanese, or German?) offenses as well. One assumes 
tha t the superpowers will eventual ly find it necessary to do so. I am, of course, not suggesting t hat  the desire to be a major or superpower is the only, or even 
the dominant, potential incentive for a country to acquire nuclear weapons. It 
is, however, one which the U.S. must  take  seriously for planning purposes because it involves us more directly than  a nuclear weapons program which is generated 
by local ambitions and conflicts. There may also be a temptation to qualify for 
the major league once a country is in the nuclear business even though this did 
not constitute an important motivation for getting into it in the first place.

1 See l at er  discussion on P rea tta ck  and Phony  W ar Mobilization Bases.
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5. Almost any defe nse system introduces signif icant  uncerta inties into  the 
opponent 's calculation or large costs and/or  operat ional degradations in  his of fense  
forces. Even if one believes that  the  system can be penetra ted, nei the r defe nder 
nor  att acker can be sure . Fi rs t of all  the re are  the  known or recognized physical 
and  operational uncerta int ies  of one’s own system. Then there are  uncerta int ies  
in the na tur e of the  opposing system and  tact ics. Finally , and perhap s most im
por tan t, the re is the  possibility  of unknown, unrecognized , or badly est imated 
uncerta inties. Indeed alm ost  every weapon system th e United Sta tes  ha s deployed 
since World War II  ha s had  wh at were  at  the  time  unknown defects an d/ or  
capa bili ties  th at  proved of gre at significance bu t were  discovered af te r deploy
ment. This is likely to be t rue of future systems as  well, particular ly wi th reg ard  
to such things as  th e vulnerabi lity  of bal list ic missiles  to  defense  missiles. While  
both Russia ns and  American s might be convinced th at  their  systems—or thei r 
opponent’s system—did not work, th at  does not  necessarily mean, at  l eas t again st 
some impor tan t types of attack s, th at  either or both systems would not  in fact  
work—and of course vice versa.

Both sides, of course,  have to worry about these  unce rtaintie s. In the  fi rst level 
of ana lysi s they  can  play an important role in deter rin g an att ack—since the  
att ac ke r cann ot rely  on his plans working  and  it  seems reasonable , th at  in the  
nuc lear age,  a n at tack er  requires a high degree of certain ty. If  an  a tta ck  actu ally 
occurs  and the  at tack er  does att em pt to hedge again st these  unc ertain ties, he is 
likely to have adopted  tac tics and procured  equipment th at  re sult ed in significant 
compromises in perform ance and was  perhap s also  much more expensive so th at  
much less equipment was  a ctually  procured.

6. Nero effects , tactics, or simple  {ret rofit table) equipment  may be discovered 
which makes the sys tem  work  much  better.  If  we h ad no system deployed which  
could make use of the  new discovery,  th is  could be dangerous—parti cu larly  if 
the  situatio n were  asym met rica l and the  Soviets have  a deployed system which 
could apply the  new technique. I find i t impossible to believe tha t the Sovie ts will 
not go ahead and  deploy a bal list ic missi le defense system. Indeed , we ten d to 
believe th at  they  ar e alread y doing so. Thu s it  seems important  for us to keep up 
with  them.

7. In a world  in which  both sides have hundreds, perhap s thousands  of aler t 
missiles, read y to be launched on a moment’s notice, one cannot elim inate com
pletely the pos sibility  of an accidental attack. If  such an accid ent occurred, even 
a thin bal list ic miss ile defense system is likely  to work extre mely  well, since 
the re would presum ably  be only one (or  a  f ew) offensive missi le(s) to handle.  It  
could repa y the  en tir e cost of  the missile  system seve ral times over i f one acc iden t 
were prevented. Indeed, thi s could be considered  a simple, bu t esse ntia l, norm al, 
peacet ime prec aution.

8. Even a thin BMD promotes a u seful “facade" for psychological and polit ical  
war fare  or fo r de fense against such warfare.

Let us assu me th at  one side or the  oth er in a confron tation was  complete ly 
naked while  its  opponent had  at  lea st a facade  of a  bal list ic missile defense . The 
opponent with the  facade  might then have  a number of advanta ges . Fi rs t of all, 
it could claim th at  i t believed that  its  facad e worked. The other side could not be 
sure th at  t his belief was wrong. It  might the refo re fear  to pres s t he firs t side  too 
ha rd  since the fir st side might,  m istakenly it  is  true,  p rec ipitate  some crisis  in  th e 
belief th at  t his  facade or protection gave it an advantage. While th is belief might 
be wrong, it  now had a credib le th re at  and  therefore  the  first side might easily 
back down. The  effect may be increased fu rthe r when it comes to the  o the rs’ es ti
mate o f th e b eha vior of the  two sides. Allies, sympath izers , n eu tra ls or unf rien dly  
powers al l may arg ue  tha t the  s ide with  the  b alli stic  missile defense system mus t 
have believed it  was  valuab le, othe rwise it  would not have  spen t money on it. 
Consequently it  mu st have  an  edge over its  opponent. To put  it somewhat more 
clear ly, the  side with  some kind of defense now has an excuse for  being firm or 
arguing th at  it will  stan d firm. T he side withou t the defense  corresponding ly has 
an excuse or a mot ivation for  back ing down, or strong incen tives  for accepting 
arguments in favo r o f backing down.

It  should be noted  that  thi s argument  stil l holds, but  is sub sta nti ally weaker, 
if both sides hav e BMD. Now the argument  mus t be, my BMD is b et ter than  your 
BMD, or I believe my BMD is be tte r tha n you r BMD. In eith er case, the  asym 
met ry is nowhere near as sta rk  and the arguments are  here fore  correspondingly 
less persuasive, though they may s til l be persuasive  enough to  be useful in c ert ain  
ma rginal  situ atio ns. For example, if some of  the nat ion als  of  a  U.S. ally wish to 
argue th at  the  United Sta tes might come to their  supp ort in an inte nse  cri sis  or



even wage wa r to revenge the ir ann ihi lat ion , they can point to the  existence of 
the  U.S. BMD system as evidence of the  c redibili ty of the U.S. commitm ent. The 
lack of such a system could make the consequences to the United  Sta tes  so incred 
ibly sta rk  th at  even the most frie ndly foreign citizen may find it impossib le to 
defend or rely on the concept of U.S. protectio n or revenge. It  is important to 
view this problem of U.S. cred ibil ity in an his tor ica l perspective, because the 
situat ion  has real ly changed dra ma tically over the las t couple of yea rs : As things 
used to sta nd—durin g the  fifties  and  thro ugh  the  mid-s ixties—in  any serious 
cri sis  the  Soviets were more likely to hack  down than  the  Americans. It  is, of 
course, common to decry both the  p rac ticali ty and value of such strate gic  supe ri
ority . Many will  a rgue  that  since both sides have  “overk ill” c apability, the  notion 
of strategic  superio rity  is meaningless, degenerating  to a useless superio rity  in 
the  number an d/ or  quality  of weapons and  not to the possession of any usable 
capabil ities .

This  view has probably not yet  been tes ted  until  rough ly 1968 o r 1969. Up to 
th at  point, the  United Sta tes strate gic  forces were rela tive ly well protected and. 
compared to the  Soviets, ra ther  num erous and capable . As a result , any U.S. 
negotia tor could explic itly or implicitly say to a Soviet negotiator, “As you know, 
if this ever  came to a serious showdown, you would be unable to launc h any 
serious at tack  on U.S. stra teg ic forces. You could only att ack U.S. cities, which 
would, of course, be suicidal since it would immediately be followed by a re tal ia
tory  ci ty at tack  of our  own. You would therefo re be det erred from launching such 
an attack . We, on the other hand, do hav e a capabil ity to launch a very serious 
at tack  on your stra teg ic forces and  larg ely disa rm you. Indeed , we can probably  
do thi s withou t killing many Russians. No doubt some of your  stra teg ic forces 
will survive, but  they will be rela tively  limited in effectiveness. While they 
could do grea t damage, they could not  wipe the United Sta tes  out. The contrary 
would not  be tru e of our ret al ia tory  blow if you tried  to use your residua l st ra 
tegic forces in this  way .” While th e de tai ls were both unknown to most Americans  
and  a ll-im por tant, it  is  reasonably cle ar th at  both the  A mericans and  the  Soviets 
have had some inkl ing th at  the  above th reat  was  possible. Of course , the U.S. 
negotia tor would have added  th at  all  of the  above was irre lev ant since the two 
countri es were  no t going to come to th at  kind of a showdown ; n ever thele ss it w as 
int ere stin g to note that  if they  ever did, the  United Sta tes had  a ra ther  sub
sta nt ial  an d im portant kind of advana ge.

The foregoing is intended to emphasize  th at  one new thing  about 1969 is  that  
th is strategic  advan tage will either h ave  disappea red or be close to disappearing. 
For the  first  time, the  Soviets will  have a sense of stra teg ic pa rity with the  
United States. We know tha t the la st  time th at  the Soviets  had a sense of coming 
superio rity  (du ring the so-called miss ile gap period  of the  lat e fifties and  very 
ear ly sixties) they tried  to convert  th is into pol itica l gains.

It  should  be noted in thi s respec t th at  even a pro form a and  operationally 
meaningless supe riori ty may be psychologically  very important. The side possess
ing it is likely  to feel ent itled to something  for  its  ex tra  stre ngth, and in these  
kinds of negotiat ions  “feeling en tit led ” is often  a very useful card . I will not 
continue the  discussion of the  meanin g and impl icatio ns of str ategic  supe riori ty 
here but  simply note that  the  seventies  w ill be the first  pos twa r decade in which 
it  seems likely  th at  the Soviets will  not feel any such res tra int s. While few are 
concerned about thi s development, any  pru den t U.S. government must now take 
some new possibili ties into  account.

9. BMD could be an imp ortant  fa cto r forcin g the Sov iet Union to carry counter
measures in i ts missi les and thus m aking fo r reduced-y ield warheads.

In fac t, even the thin BMD system migh t be reaso nably effective in forcing the 
Sovie ts to modify the ir warhe ads  and  their  tact ics,  particular ly in regard to 
grou nd-bursts versus air- bursts,  in such a way th at  if dete rrence faile d and wa r 
actua lly  occurred, the  a ctual damage to the  environment  in the  U.S. and  possibly 
even to c ities  and  people, might  be s harply  lessened.

10. Having a HMD system  m igh t cause a usefu l change in the threshold  against 
exemplary  attacks.

One of the  fears  of the  nu clear age, partic ula rly  in a balance of  te rror  si tuat ion,  
acco rding to many  analy sts  is th at  if the  power is extrem ely naked there are  a ll 
kinds of th reats which can be made again st it by other nuc lear  powers, pa rticu 
lar ly very  precise tex ts of blackmai l th reats or of punit ive or exem plary  attacks 
th at  can be carefully  designed to maximize  polit ical adv antage  and to minimize 
poss ibili ties of gett ing into trouble. And yet even a prim itive bal list ic missile 
defense system makes such caref ul design almos t impossible. I t is ha rd  to decide
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how seriously to take these possibilities, but since many theori sts and novelist s 
are willing to take them seriously it seems only prudent  to add some a dditional 
discouragement to such a ttacks .

B. SOME GENERAL DIS CUSSIONS

There are, of course, a number of disadvantages to deploying an ABM system. 
It  is worthwhile considering them. Let me begin with some of the general reactions 
people usually have to almost any defense deployment. The following reactions  
seem common:

A. The deployment is ineffective and will accomplish nothing.
B. Deployment is much too effective and will e ither give the government inor

dinate confidence, in effect, encouraging risk-tak ing behavior, or stimulating the 
arms race.

C. Both A and B above.
D. Neither A nor B above.
E. While the deployment is not effective enough to protect people in most cir

cumstances, it provides a facade of protection, stim ulatin g both the arms race an d 
risk-taking.

F. The deployment while of very limited effectiveness is effective enough to 
warran t it s var ious economic costs but not so effective as to increase the  tolerance 
for risk-taking policies or  to stimulate a  major acceleration of the arms race.

G. The deployment is effective enough to decrease casualties under many 
attacks , and while there  are some scenarios in which you might increase the 
tolerance for risk-taking, in other situat ions one might create a minor stimula
tion of the arms race, neither  of these last, of course, would seem to loom large  
enough to balance the benefits. This is not because one does not take very seriously 
any increased tolerance for risk-taking or even the smallest augmentation of the 
arms race, but because the first is most likely to occur only in scenarios where 
one might actual ly wish for increased tolerance and the second one seems to be 
so small as to be in fact  negligible.

It  is presumably clear to the reader tha t I would take position G as being 
closest to the facts  of the case. Of course, the actual situation , in terms  of the 
dangers of subtle but constantly  impor tant effects, is really quite complex and is 
likely to be heavily dependent upon the exact context and perspective of the 
analyst and of the ways the two major  actors actual ly carry  through the ir 
policies. However, as fa r as the most significant issues are concerned, I would 
argue tha t almost all of the p ro’s mentioned will exist and are in fact significant.

Some of the con’s tha t I am now going to discuss are often either specious or 
unreal, at  least in the context being considered. This is likely to be especially 
true in the case of a thin deployment mainly designed to protect SAC bases, 
but I would argue  tha t it is likely to be tru e even of a thin deployment designed 
to protect cities. Let us nevertheless consider some of these con’s and the ir 
significance:

1. Probably the most frequent and most important con is the possibility tha t 
an ABM deployment will stimulate  an arms race, or th at i t represents a significant 
escalation in and of itself. It  is impor tant to realize tha t simply adding a new 
kind of equipment does not necessarily represent an escalation in the arms  race. 
Thus to many individuals who were very concerned about the substi tution of 
missiles for bombers in the 1950’s this subst itution  looked like a very s erious 
escalation because i t seemed to displace a re latively  safe system (it  was difficult to 
keep bombers on ale rt and even after they were launched with bombs aboard, 5-10 
hours would have to pass  before they dropped their bombs on th eir targ et)  with 
very frightening  missile systems (frigh tening  because they could be kept  on 
literally 15-30 second aler t and because it took them only 20-30 minutes  before 
they dropped the ir bombs on target). Today almost a ll analys ts are  agreed tha t 
much of the last decade and very likely the  next decade or so will be s ignificantly 
safer because of the introduction of these missiles and tha t the bombers were in 
fact vulnerable, accident-prone and even likely, under some circumstances, to 
lead to pre-emptive action for purely technical reasons and tha t in almost  every 
way the missiles constitute a more satisfactory  and desirable strat egic  force 
from the arms control point of view.

2. Possibly the most plausible motivation tha t many people have for  preventing 
the deployment of a ballistic missile defense is the hope tha t this will accomplish 
a stop in the rapid  rate  of change. I have indicated elsewhere that every five 
years or so seems to see a major revolution in the ar t and technology of centra l
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war. As a result, ideas formulated  iu one period may easily be obsolete and inap
propr iate or even dangerous five yea rs later. This is a most difficult kind of thing 
on which to try to make arms control trea ty and people have the very sound 
instinct that if they could only slow the thing down, there  might be a much 
grea ter chance of learning to cope w ith it.

It  is however of great importance tha t if such slowing down be achieved t hat  
it be accomplished in regard to the policies of a situation that is reasonably 
viable. I could easily imagine preferring what  is basically a poor situation, but 
one which is somehow understood, to a new’ situation which might be in some 
objective sense easier to deal with, but only after some five years of learning. I 
cannot  imagine paying an enormous price for this under standing; particularly  
not when the the scenario ac tually involves an attem pt to stabilize w’hat is li ter
ally unstabilizable.

I would argue tha t the attempts to stabilize a position of absolute nakedness 
is neither feasible nor desirable  and tha t the specific i ssue on which the pro
ponents of a rms control have chosen to fight is probably one of the worst issues 
they could have chosen (one of the reasons why I chose to oppose them so 
strong ly). Not only are the general arguments for having a certain amount of 
defense in any stabilized system fairly good, but in parti cular, in the era of the  
MIRV it  w’ill seem to be most important to be able to have a defense of a t least 
hardened missile sites (this  is of course the main objective of the program tha t 
has jus t been announced by the  P resident and to tha t extent it is even less con
troversial than the initi al Sentinel program.

Today’s debate on the anti-ballistic missile (ABM) system does not create the 
sophistication that, for example, the civil defense debate d id—in part  because, as 
fa r as the public is aware, every expert is against ABM—the opposition is all one 
really hears in public discussion. The fac t of the matter is that the overwhelming 
majority of expert opinion within  the government, and among most full-time 
consultants as well, is very much in favor of ABM. This is not to say tha t the 
full-time consultants are right and others wrong, but only to note tha t people 
cannot tell from the public debate what is happening. Even if those engaged in 
this  debate have a rath er high level of sophistication, they tend to vote according 
to thei r politics—and today I judge tha t this means on the  one hand—at least as 
fa r as  the par t-time people go th at “academics are liberals and liberals are against 
defense,” while as  fa r a s the full-time people are  concerned, most of them are for 
adequate military  preparat ion.

The most interesting aspect to me, however, is the lower level of debate accept
able to the public. Today it is possible for an expert to say tha t since defense 
cannot be one hundred per cent certain, we cannot depend on defense but must 
depend on disarmament (as  if disarmament could be one hundred per cent cer
tain ) and escape challenge. Or people will assert, without much elaboration, tha t 
defense is worthless as fa r as saving lives or property is concerned, and at the 
same time so frightening tha t the other side will sharply accelerate the arms 
race. This, of course, might be true if one side or the other, or both, were mistaken, 
but the contrary case is, a priori, equally likely to be t rue  in tha t both sides still 
have more than enough hostages afte r defense has been installed—and yet 
millions of lives might be saved if deterrence fails. The proposition th at BMD is 
incompatible with any arms  control arrangement pertaining to strategic weapons 
systems, seems based more on an extrapolation of the assured dest ruction doct rine 
than  on any serious analysis of Soviet outlooks or of the actual  alternatives  in 
terms of force postures. I should want to mention in this connection, the potential 
availab ility of a posture  which I have labeled “Arms Control and Defense Emphasis.”

An Arms Control and Defense Emphasis position is one which tries to make 
clear  tha t defense is not necessarily anti thetical to arms control. In  fact, if one 
had to choose between a strategic balance in which a number of countries were 
allowed to have very large defense budgets, possibly as large as they wished, but  
with severe limits on the offense, or one in w’hich there were large offense budgets 
but very severe limits on defense, the first might be preferable for a number of 
reasons, the most impor tant of which are : (1) It is very cheap to get into the 
offense business i f there is no defense; therefore, with some caveats (w’hich may 
easily be neglected) anybody can become a large power and may be tempted to do 
so. (2) If deterrence f ails  and there is w’ar, the amount  of damage will be signifi
cantly limited. (3) It  is much more difficult to indulge in nuclear blackmail if 
one has  a small offense and the opponent has a large defense. (4) There is prob-
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ably more than enough deterrence fo r normal situations, since nobody is actually  
going to believe the calculat ions or, as a  practical matte r, be willing to risk rock
ing the boat. On the  other hand, if the situa tion is abnormal—for example, i f the 
other side tri es “ratio nali ty of i rra tionality” tactics—resistance to these is likely  
to be much more credible.

3. Because i t is not directly and simply related  to deterrence of direct  a ttack 
on the United Staes, BMD is at least in par t—what we sometimes call  a “war
lighting” system and thus  seems to assume tha t deterrence may fail. While I my
self am generally in favor of objective capabilities, avoiding facades and purely  
psychological deterrent, I am sympathetic to those who f ear  the results of an 
inordinate preoccupation with objective capabilities. Too great  a preoccupation 
could induce arms races or even excessive risk-taking. One can easily imagine a 
very intense crisis in which the existence of a theory of survival—even if only 
based on uncerta inties—might seriously modify behavior  towards greate r will ing
ness to stand firm—or even take grea ter chances. Yet I would also tend to think  
tha t one gets more rational behavior from a government if i ts policies are  based 
upon relatively objective capabilities. Simple “resolve”—a simple insistence on 
holding firm because one “must” hold firm can be disastrous when it is accom
panied by an unwillingness to face the consequences or deterrence failing. In such 
a ease the government may be forced into illusioned and unthinking rigidi ty or 
even a reckless optimism because it cannot afford to make serious calculations.

(I must add tha t I find it surpris ing tha t most of the people who are anxious 
to stop BMD and create  a situation where—if the other side or the situa tion is 
making credible threat s of nuclear eruption—the government cannot possibly 
delude itself as to the apocalyptic implications of “standing firm.” Almost a ll of 
these individuals  lived through the Nazi period when precisely this  “war  is 
unthinkable” att itude was exploited by Hitler.  Hitler, of course, said to his 
opponents, “one of us has to be reasonable and it won’t be me.” He proved tha t 
deterrence could be offensive as well as defensive. In an offensive deter rent s itua 
tion, the irra tional or irresponsible have a clear and possibly overwhelming ad
vantage over the  sober, sane, prudentia l and reasonable people. F or this reason it 
probably is wrong to try to make the balance of te rror excessively sta rk.)

4. The system may cost much more than the proposed $2 trillion a year or so. 
I have, of course, been in the business of weapons systems s tudies for almost  20 
years and I am very familiar with the likely rise in a system’s cost over the 
original estimates . There are generally two important reasons for such a rise in 
cost. These are  an initial  mis-estimate of costs in the proposal itself  and an in
crease in the scope of the system beyond tha t which was originally proposed. I  
would argue that the first possibility is relative ly small today, a t least in term s of 
increases by a factor of 2 or so. BMD is a thoroughly studied problem, well past 
the point of systems definition. We have a good deal of hard data—and even some 
contracts. It  is therefore almost impossible to believe that  this  system could not be 
built fair ly close to the current estimates. It  is a very different thing, in other 
words, from the F - l l l  situation , in which we had littl e idea of wha t the plane 
would actual ly be like or how one would go about designing and building it. 
There obviously a re many uncer tainties remaining in the proposed missile deploy
ment, but  the range of unce rtaint ies does not seem to be as large as was the case 
in the F - l l l  project. On the other hand, it is very possible that the system will 
change in character. But this is a matter  of conscious government and public 
decision. And while one sympathizes with those who fea r allowing the nose of the 
camel into the tent, I do not feel tha t the record of the past has been parti cularly 
bad in this  respect. Given my view of likely political developments in the futu re 
(which is t ha t the general public is likely to  be very negative on defense) unless 
the government judges it  rea lly does need an enlarged or changed system and can 
make a good argument for it, it is hard  for me to believe that there will be any 
quiet unnoticed expansion. And I  believe tha t the  case for the  th in area defense is 
so good tha t I would proceed with it  even if there  was some risk of thi s sort.

One possible motive for expansion, which was very seriously considered and 
emphasized in the past, seemed at  the time—and still seems—so remote as to be 
almost laughable. This is that local communities would demand missile defense 
because they would feel naked and fearful without much protection. We know 
from the experience of the Nike-Ajax and Nike-Hercules programs that such a 
demand did not materialize—in the slightest—in  the past.  For  a number of tech
nological and  political reasons i t seems even less likely in the case of the proposed 
system. In fact, the recent public opposition to the co-location of Sentinel sites 
with populated areas, suggest that the political pressures may indeed push in
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the opposite direction. This concern would seem to arise more out of almost paranoid fears of defense (or of the “military industria l” complex) than  out of any rationa l assessment.
5. Another common objection to BMD, and one raised recently by Dr. Kistia- kowsky, is tha t the system is too complex to work. This is certainly  likely to be true  if the system operates on a one-time basis—with no real istic practice. It  is also likely tha t there may occur very special conditions when it may not work. On the other hand, in this country we have actually been quite good at making complex systems work. We recently had an Apollo in orbit, and it was a very complex system. One reason you want to get into this business is to learn how to make BMD simple, dependable and reliable. This cannot be done in a short period of time. It  takes experience, organizat ion procedures, manuals,  and so on, and is one of the main reasons why I think the country should go ahead with the deployment of a ballistic missile defense. The problem of devising reasonably or adequately realistic exercises is one tha t the people concerned should be aware of. If they do not neglect the problem (including checking up in a reliable fashion on the likely and natu ral optimism of the service opera tion) this problem looks quite solvable. It  should also be noted tha t it is in some ways a competitive problem. The other side’s penetration tactic s are also likely to depend on the efficient operation of many hundreds, perhaps thousands, of relatively involved mechanisms. It  might therefore happen—in practice—tha t the system operated an order of magnitude or so bette r than  expected, because of the unreliability  of some aspect of the offense. This could happen even if the defense was also degraded because of operational unreliab ilities. Of course the opposite could also happen but it is important to notice tha t the situation is not completely asymmetrical.

Appendix I I : The War of “Competitive Mobilization”
Thermonuclear war seems unlikely during the next decade—in so fa r as it is possible to es timate the futu re from present conditions and trends  (although the existence of the Vietnamese war makes this a much less secure analytic statement than would otherwise be the case). Obviously, it is almost as unlikely tha t— without  war—the United States will in this decade sta rt to spend $50 to $200 billion per year on central war capabilities. Today the United States  devotes some $8.1 billion to the capability to deter or fight a centra l wa r—or to bargain with i ts threat. Yet, if a war suddenly seemed imminent, or even substantially more plausible than now, we would probably be willing to spend even larger sums. Under present conditions we probably would spend it badly. If, however, we were prepared to spend it  well we might not only be in a vastly improved situation in a tense situation, but we would also, even in a “normal" situation, without a crisis, be in a bet ter de terrent and bargaining situation.
Whether we would actual ly have the time to spend, say, $50 to $200 billion a year if international relations deteriorated gravely is  a crucial question. It  is my opinion tha t we might. In a cris is—in the case say, of an “intolerable” provocation by the Soviets, a “seizure of Berlin”—the P resident would have to choose among attacking the Soviets in circumstances where devastating retaliat ion would be possible or even likely, threatening to attack with the risk tha t the threat might have to be carried out, or accommodation. With a large mobilization base he would have another choice. He could temporize in the immediate situation— “phony wa r” (as might be inevitable in any case)—and rapidly, in a preplanned and prepared manner, employ the overwhelmingly superior American industr ial and technological base to build up the kind of superiority  which would make much more likely either  accommodation by the Soviets or, if it came to central war, an improved war outcome for  the United States. (There are certain risks and disadvantages to this option as  well, as we will note below.)The basic scenario might go as follows: In the period preceding the crisis the United States has spent perhaps  a billion dolla rs a year on plans and p reparat ions for massive mobilization. There is a Soviet provocation (e.g., they “take Ber lin” ). We do not a ttack the Soviet Union. We do declare war and begin the pre-planned mobilization of strategic  and general forces, including active and passive defenses. (This could include deploying a space defense system which attacks missiles in the boost phase, mid-course defense systems, high-altitude “Sentinel” intercepts, terminal BMD. blast shelters, and other ground or underground protection.) Within two to three  years  overwhelming superiority in cen tral war forces and a large improvement in local war forces has been achieved. The United S tates then



119is in a position eithe r to execute a disa rming strike on the Sovie t Unio n, followed by a demand tha t they accept  our terms, or to use local forces under the umbrella of a c entral  war super iority  to redress the local situation.This scenario goes the ful l course. Bu t as with other capa bilit ies there are grea t benefits even if  the “m obiliza tion buttons”  are never pressed—or pressed only half -wa y. We have, perhaps, become over-familiar with the idea that  force s are valua ble even if  they are never used—i.e ., if  they succe ssful ly deter. It  is worth noting that , sim ilarly , a plausib le possibility  of truly massive  and effect ive mobilization  of Ame rican resources for mil itar y purposes provides an impor tant fac tor  in inter national  aff air s even if  it is never used. A potential opponent may be anxio us to avoid actio ns which can provoke Ame rican  mobiliz ation. Even if  this first deterrent  fa ils , the forces still  may not be used for destructive  purposes but for  coercion. We mus t, of course, be prepared for  the possib ility tha t they will (par tly)  be used, but there are at least  fou r variatio ns to the basic scenario  which are of grea t importance and which alone migh t ju st ify  the study and procurement of a mobilizat ion base.1. The study of massive mobilization  may prove an excellent mechan ism for improving the regula r research, development, and procurement process— particula rly  if  it is designed with this as a definite purpose. This by-product  could in practice ac tua lly  prove more valuable  than the “p rimary” purpose.2. The concept of  a “ spectrum” of deterrance can be extended to inclu de com
peti tive  mobili zat ion  as one form of conflict . Competitive mobil ization is a part of the tota l spectrum in which the Unite d Sta tes  is relat ively  strong, and it thus may be desirable to bring  it into grea ter prominence. Any  program tha t increases sharply  eithe r the plausib ility  or the cap abil ity of the Unite d States to car ry out massive  mobilizat ion may greatly  enhance its over-al l deterrent position.Indeed, a mass ive mobilization program would pose a  dilemma for  the Soviet s. If  they init iate d their  own program of mobil ization preparations they would study our capa bilit ies, and  the more detailed and careful this study the more likely  it is to be profou ndly disco uraging, i.e.,  deterr ing, to the Soviets.  On the other hand, if  they make no serious effort to prepare themselves, our inherent  adv anta ges  in competitive m obiliz ation  will be gre atly  enhanced.3. Af ter we init iate d a mobilization process, the Soviets might  feel compelled to “buy us off .” They  might try to “appease”  us enough to weaken our willingne ss to continue to pay  the costs of mobilization . We might, in this situ atio n, at the minimum, achie ve our original deterrence aims, and possibly even some of the aims for  which (with out mobilization) we migh t have made resort to war . (E .g. , to stop our mobilization the Soviets might evacuate Berlin , or make other concessions which nulli fied or counterbalanced the impact of their tak ing  Be rlin. Obviously, we are here comparing incommensurable costs and gain s. But  thi s is equal ly true  in a war. Competitive  mobilization can be though t of  as a form  of war .)4. When we com pleted the m obilization, instead of executing  a disa rming  attack  we migh t simply deliver an ultim atum . I f  our superiority were gre at enough, there is a good chance tha t the ultim atum  would be effect ive, pa rticular ly if it were lim ited to “ achie vable”  aims.Man y thin k of  the arms race as a dangerous and undesir able process. While  this involv es complicated concepts about which there is substan tial contro versy,  and where unde rstan ding  is generally  uncle ar, the following  can  be argu ed : When we and the Soviets  spend vast sums on strategi c forces , we each mai nta in an abil ity to crea te massiv e destruction in the other’s countr y. We thus main tain deterrence but  we spend a gre at deal of money to do so. and the resu lt—if  war occurs, perhaps through accid ent—would probably  be i mmensely dest ruct ive and probably to both sides. (Some people would add tha t a rela tive ly rapidly  c hanging techn ologic al situa tion increa ses the likelihoo d of war by producing misund erstand ings about the nature of forces  and their effects, or perhaps in othe r ways.)This pictu re of the arms  race and its  results  seems plausible for moderate increases over present levels of spending on both sides, perhaps up to a fac tor  of two, depending on strategic forces. In this range it seems t hat , rou ghly  speaking , the effect  of  one side’s spendin g money can large ly be nullif ied or counteracted by the olier side’s spending money in appropriate ways . Ther e are , of  course, argum ents about whethe r the other side will  decide to spend enough  money, whether  it takes more or less money to counteract a given expe nditu re, and the like. Yet the basic ar gume nt is  rath er widely accepted.One of the intere sting questions  tha t arises  in the case of tru ly massiv e competit ive mobi lization, assuming  the above relation ships obtain at  low or moderate
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levels of the arms race, is whether they will also obtain at high levels. Another 
question is whether we can effectively spend substantial ly more in a useful way in 
a given period of time—say two to five years—than the Soviet Union, and if so, 
whether tha t difference in expenditures (which we might  character ize as at  the 
level of approximately one trillio n dollars) could really produce the kind of 
superiority tha t seems unachievable with more moderate differences in strategic 
force budgets.

To analyze this question let me review briefly the basic elements in competitive 
massive mobilization. Each side is trying  to develop forces which can attack the 
other side’s population or resources without being damaged in return . This prob
ably, but not necessarily, involves being able to reduce or destroy the enemy’s 
offensive forces, a t the same time protecting one’s own population and resources 
by active and passive defense and intra -war  deterrence. There are two compli
cating themes t hat in some ways interact  with this basic relationship. Firs t, the 
enemy may retain  the ability to destroy population or resources in other par ts f
of the world. What then would be the relevance of a  residual  Soviet ability  to 
damage Europe, Japan, India, South America? The second sub-theme that needs 
exploration is the significance of a parallel mobilization of conventional combat 
forces.

Another conceptual question is, “is there any sharp instab ility in the mobiliza- •
tion process?” Consider the following analogy: I f there is a ground war between 
two countries with balanced air  forces, neither air  force has much effect on the 
ground war since for the most par t the ai r forces battle  each other. But if one 
side can gain air  superiority, either destroying the enemy’s air force or forcing 
it out of the skies over the batt lefield, there is a sharp  change. The ma tter then is 
one not of air-versus-air but of air-ver.sus-ground. When th ere is an unopposed 
air  force over the battlefield the question then becomes how impor tant tha t ai r 
force is. Perhaps in massive mobilization the appropriate question would be, can 
one side gain dominance in some area—such as space—so that only it can use th at 
area  for defense and at tack? In tha t case we must ask  how well tha t area can be 
exploited against the other side. At least conceptually, such space defense systems 
as BAMBI seem technologically practica l—even if inordinately expensive by 
current standards.

1.  PROTECTING  PEOPLE

People a re relatively easy to protect because they can be pu t in shelters, but 
undefended they are a wholly vulnerable target. The principal problem is whether  
people are in the shelters when the bombs land. One parameter of inte rest is the 
number of people that are killed by a delivered bomb of one-megaton equivalent.
For unsheltered and undispersed population a reasonable range of values for this 
param eter is 50 to 500 thousand people per megaton equivalent. For an adequately 
sheltered population (programs costing between 20 and 100 billion dollars) the 
value might be between one hundred people and ten thousand people per megaton 
equivalent—where the lower number holds for  very dispersed systems.

2.  PROTE CTING TH E  EN VI RO NM EN T

Two special problems of defense are raised by massive arms races. I t probably 
is reasonable to think that passive defense preparations (costing between 10 and •
100 billion dollars) could protect  an adequate  recuperat ion base in the case of 
careful countervalue atta ck against the United States  of perhaps 5,000 delivered 
megatons. Indeed, 5,000 megatons may be a conservative  specification for  a  pas
sive defense effort which devotes tens of billions of dollars  to preparing  fo r re
cuperation. On the o ther hand, at  this scale of attack , one begins to lose fa ith in *
calculations. They depend upon an intellectua l st ructure  that is so large, complex 
and untested, as to be an  unreasonable basis on which to hinge na tional survival.

A related issue arises  when a ttacks greater th an 5,000 or 10,000 delivered mega
tons are considered. This issue is damage to the environment. Again, while at  
least at the lower end of thi s range it  may be reasonable to expect th at the effects 
of large-scale fires and heavy fallout contamination, etc., would not be o ut of 
scale with other kinds of damage, one must be concerned for possibly unknown 
effects and losses. Generally speaking, successful active defenses might  provide 
some remedies for these problems. Explosions very high up may not cause sub
stan tial  damage (although there is some possibility tha t thousands of megatons 
exploded in a short period of time in the upper atmosphere o r beyond the atmos
phere could have effects tha t are as yet unknown).



121

One must also acknowledge the possib ility of ac cide ntal  (or  de libe rate ) Dooms
day machines. A “Doomsday mach ine” is (in  thi s con text) a system which  acci 
dentally (or del iberate ly) causes very grea t har m on a world-wide or nea r- 
world-wide basis. One exam ple is if a nuc lea r wa r were to pu t enough fine dust 
part icles  in the  upper atmosphere to har m the  world’s climate . There are very  
large  uncerta inties abo ut this.  Using Rob ert Ayres’ calculations,1 concern abo ut 
this possibi lity is war ranted  if the re are something more than  10,000 m egatons 
grou ndburst  world-wide. (Note  tha t for thi s effect a ll mega tons are  equally ha rm 
ful, whe ther  fission or fusion, and no mat ter where in the  general lat itu de  belt  
they are  exploded, including in Russ ia, so long as they are gro undburs t.)

We need not spec ulat e here  on the  techniques the  Russia ns might use if  they 
wished to build a Doomsday machine. No doubt i f t hey  were willing to spend tens  
of billions of dol lars  and to accept the risk  of fun dam ental degradation of the  
world  envi ronment they  could cause sub stantial des truc tion  to the  United Sta tes  
without pen etrating U.S. activ e defenses with missi les or planes. While it may 
be unlike ly th at  they  would  delib erate ly build  or explode a Doomsday mach ine, 
it is not unreaso nable th at  a very large arm s race and  sta te of wa r between 
Russ ia and the  Uni ted Sta tes could inadvertent ly produce as its  end resu lt a 
Doomsday mechan ism.

A sample  mob ilisa tion scenario

A mobilization scenar io might begin with the  United  Sta tes  sta rti ng  pr ep ara
tion  of a pre-mo bilization  base in the  1969-1970 period, with  mobilization its elf  
touched off by a  cr isis  in  the early  or mid-1970’s. (A pro totype s itua tion , of  course, 
is furn ished by the events of the l as t ha lf of 1950. In  Ju ne  of tha t year the  United  
Sta tes was debating a defense budget in the $16 to $18 billion range.  Thirte en 
billion dollars had  been spent  in fiscal 1949 and  many  people believed th at  $18 
billion could prod uce serious financ ial str ain if not bank ruptcy. In  June  North 
Korea  attacked South Korea. Before the  y ear was  over Congress had  author ized 
over $50 billion. Bu t it  took almost thr ee  ye ars  for th at  money to be spent. )

In our scen ario  perhap s a billion a year has  been .spent on a capabi lity  for  
large and  rap id mobilization. In add ition, the  gross nat ional produc t (in the  
early and mid-1970’s) is more t han three times  t ha t of 1950, or wrell over a tril lion 
dollars. The pre-mobilization defense b udget i tse lf would probably be in th e region  
of $50 to $100 billio n a year , prov iding  a sub sta nti al base  for expansion.  In  a 
serious cris is Congress migh t author ize  an add itio nal  tril lion dol lars wo rth  of 
expenditu res. There  undoubtedly would be hope th at  the  oth er side would set tle  
before  this money was  fully spent , bu t the  author iza tions would exi st and the 
outlines of the  fu tu re  defense  pos ture  would become rela tive ly clear—in itself  
an intimidat ing  prospect fo r the opponent.

In the  firs t year  the  United Sta tes  might send abroad one o r two million addi
tional troops wi th something more than  6 million men in the  a rmed forces before 
a yea r was  over (we assume some 3 million men in the  forces at  t he  time  of the  
cri sis ). In  many overseas are as the re would be extensive nuc lear sup por t a nd  an 
abil ity to wage  tac tic al nuclear  wa r if necessary  to avert  defeat  or  to de ter  the  
other side from  using nuc lear  weapons. The re might also be a decla rat ion  of 
United Sta tes  in tent  to use nuc lear weapons in defense b ut not in offense. If  the 
other side in itiate d nuc lear weapons use on the  t erritory of an ally  of t he  United 
States, the  United Sta tes  would re ta lia te  ag ain st the  enemy homeland—i.e., dis
tinguish ing b etween “int erior” a nd “ex ter ior ” escalation (in ter ior  escala tion  being 
on one’s own te rr ito ry  and  e xte rio r escalat ion being nuc lear  use on the  opposing 
side’s te rr ito ry ).

Before the  f irs t year was over, sums between $50 to $100 billion would be spent 
on civil defense preparations. (The U.S. construction indust ry today could tur n 
out $100 billion  worth of construction in a year if bluepr ints  were ready and 
simple, and rela tively  inexpensive  prepara tions had  been made to el iminate bottle
necks.)  By th e t ime  the  other side  had pro cured weapon sy stems rel ativ ely  efficient 
again st thi s level  of defense postu re, we would have  improved our  postu re and 
might  have act ive  defenses good enough to defend again st anyth ing  shor t of a 
near-Doomsday machine.

The firs t year probably would not produce larg e changes in the  act ive  defense  
posture or the  strategic  offense. By the  end of the  second year  one could expect 
an almo st unl imited  ava ilab ility of missiles, rad ar,  computers, and  the like, for

1 Robert U. Ayres, Ef fects of  Therm onuclea r Wa rs on Wea the r and Cl imate , HI-3 03 - 
RR/AIV (Croton-on-Hudson, N.Y .: Hudson In sti tu te,  1964) .
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122exi stin g systems (and for  some new ones). By  the end of the third  yea r one can ima gine  the deployment of elaborate and completely new systems—space defense systems, elabor ate mid-course defense systems, new kind s of high -alti tude  area defense systems , and final ly, even new, or old, term inal defense systems. One can also imag ine a dense coverage of the seas for  detection and destruction of submarines. Air  defense, inclu ding  low-a ltitude coverage,  would have  been vas tly improved. System s which today are  though t technologically infea sible  would prove feas ible . (Thi s, of course, has happened before. I f  there had been no Kor ean War and the U .S . defense budget had stabil ized at around $15 billion , the B-5 2 weapon system, Minu tema n, Polari s, SA G E, and other systems would have  been rejecte d as “techno logic ally infe asib le.” )In  the thir d year  the defense budg et presumably would be about 30 to 40 percent of the gross natio nal produ ct, or around $500 billion a year.  (A greater proportion of the U.S.  gross nati ona l product  w as being spent a t the end of World  Wa r I I  when, for  at leas t a few months , sub stan tiall y over 50 percent was allo cated to defense.) Noth ing like  thi s would be ava ilab le to any potentia l enemy of the United State s, inclu ding  the Soviet Union , simply because the U.S . gross nati onal product is twice as larg e as any potential opponent’s and its  short-run flex ibil ity of production probably is also subs tant ially  greate r (due to an extr aordin arily well-trained work force , a very complex and versatile  i ndu strial complex, and other charac teristi cs) .The  kind of mobilization I hav e described could prove very int imi dat ing : in some ways almost as int imi dat ing  to Ame rican s as to an opponent, and yet considera bly less intimidating than  a major  nuclear war. It  migh t prove a surrogate  war—cha nging the balance of mi litary  forces by incre asing  one’ s own offense and defense  capa bilit ies rath er than  chan ging  i t by destroying enemy weapons. To the exte nt tha t it would be a temporizin g measure, either ave rtin g the necessity for  a war  or even eventually  allo win g it to be fou ght  in a more advan tageou s way,  and to the extent tha t it reinf orced pre-crisis deterrence and its degrada tion of intr a-w ar deterrence were appreciat ed, it clearly would seem tn deserve serious consideration.
Mr. Zablocki. Thank you.
Dr. Schelling.STATE MENT  0E DR. THOMAS C. SCH ELL ING , PROFESSO R OF ECONOMICS, HA RVARD UN IVER SITY
Dr. Schelling. Mr. Chairman, rather  than read my statement 

I will summarize it briefly, sir, and make a few remarks in response 
to Mr. Kahn, if I may.

Mr. Zablocki. Very well.
Mr. Kahn, may I  say you can present your revised paper whenever 

it  is ready. Both of you  gentlemen will have an opportuni ty to revise 
and extend.

(The prepared sta tem ent  of Dr. Schelling follows:)M r. Chairman and members of the Com mittee,  you hav e asked, in your agen da for tod ay ’s session, wha t chang es in strategic  thi nki ng hav e resulted from the 
technological progress of the past decade. Le t me add “ inte llectual  progress .”  We think differently now, partly because techn ologic al progress obliges us to bu t partly  because we hav e been thi nki ng a nd t alking  and writing  and holding hearings and preparin g budg et just ifica tion s and  neg otia ting  with  allies and enemies durin g this past decade.There  is even a third  element th at  deserves notic e in addition  to techn ologic al progress and in tellec tual progress— the sheer passage of t ime .In  1960 it  was only fifteen years th at  nu clear  weapons had gone unused, and but ten years since the  first occasion—the Kor ean  War—when nuclear weapons mig ht been used and were not . In  1964 Presid ent Joh nso n said , “ For  nineteen peril- filled years no nation has loosed the atom  against anot her.  To  do so now is a poli tica l decision of the highest order.”  We have added  four-and-a-ha lf more years to those nineteen.
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The t rad itio n of non-use, the  so mew hat self-confirming expecta tion  of non-use, 
grows stro nge r every year.  We have preserved th at tradit ion ; and as we con
tem pla te the  mil tiplication of our stra teg ic problems by the  possible multip lica
tion of the number of nuclea r-arm ed countr ies in  the world, we shall more a nd  more  
apprecia te th at  curse on nuclear weapons.

There is such a curse. It  was the re to begin with; all of the  dead  an d some of 
the survivors of H iroshima and  Nagasaki con trib uted to it. The  n ucle ar te st  ban  
reinforces it.  And, for the  most par t, our  government and  m ost o ther governm ents  
have  abs tained from  any thing th at  would bel ittle  the  “unconventional”  status  
of nuclea r weapons.

Similarly, since 1960, we have  surv ived  almost ano the r decade, one th a t in
cluded some acu te crises, withou t the  deliberate,  the  accidental , or the pan icke d 
initi ation of thermo nuclear  warfa re. It  was in 1960 th at  a distinguished writer  
on science and governm ent sta ted  it  to be vir tua lly  a “m athematic al ce rta in ty” 
th at  thermonuclear  war  would occur before ano the r ten  years  were out , even  if 
only by accident , unless some thing very dras tic happened—more drastic  than  
any thin g th at  has  happened—to  the  world’s armaments and  intern ational rela 
tions. In retr osp ect  th at  looks like a poor predic tion.

I dou bt whether anyone will renew th at  pred iction for the  coming ten  years. 
And the mere fac t th at  we a nd the  Russians have coexisted for most of anoth er 
decade, with  nuc lear  weapons designed for each oth er’s dest ruction  bu t not  
destroy ing each other, not  only is reassuring bu t, by reassu ring us both, should 
make  it  less likely  th at  eith er cou ntry will jum p, stumble or plan  its way into  
thermo nuclear  war.

The  decade of the  1960’s opened in the  midst of what  I call the  “v ulnerabili ty 
revolu tion .” It  was then  th at  it became widely and , I believe, qui te sudd enly  
app reci ated  th at the most crucia l charact eris tic of any  ret aliato ry str ike  force 
was its vulnerabi lity  or invulner abil ity to sudden  enemy attack .

It  was eviden t by the  late  1950’s th at  ballis tic missile payloads  and accuracies, 
and  t he  y ield- to-weigh t ratio s of thermonuclear  warheads, could make it possible 
for a very  few stra tegic weapons to destroy a great many stra tegic weapons, in a 
surpr ise disa rming att ack. Unless the  ret aliato ry weapons to be att ac ke d were 
protecte d, hidden, dispersed, or prov ided  with good warn ing and  quick reac tion, 
thei r vulnerabi lity  would not  only tem pt  surp rise att ack bu t invite pre-emp tive  
att ack in a crisis.

Hidden Polaris  and  dispersed Minutem an,  la ter  hardened an d di spersed M inute
man,  seemed  to  mee t this  crite rion.  The missile systems the y rep lace d were con
sidered obsolete even before install atio n, on grounds of vulnerabi lity . Stra tegic 
bombers were pu t on a  gr eat ly improved  grou nd alert, prov ided  a  ballis tic missile 
warn ing sys tem , and even some degree of ai rborne ale rt a t some times.

Fur thermore , the  surprise-atta ck negotia tions of late 1958, in Geneva,  drew 
att en tio n t o the  vulnera bili ty of re tal iatory  weapons sys tems as a  pr imary  problem 
for arms control . And for the first  time  some genuine common ground  was dis
covered by those primarily  inte res ted  in stra teg ic deter rence  and those prim arily 
inte res ted  in  reciprocal  m easures for the  cont rol of armam ents .

This  concern with the  v ulnerab ility  of ret aliato ry systems is undiminished, and 
prop erly  so, a decade aft er it  became the prim ary criter ion for the select ion of a  
weapons system itself.  It  is n ot much of an exaggeration to  say th at  i t has  become 
also t he  p rim ary  criterion for the design of an  a rms agreement between the United  
States and the USSR . It  remains  the  chief cause for alarm about the MIR V, 
whose main cha rac teri stic  is no t t hat  wa rheads may become cheaper to deliver, or 
th at  a lim ita tion on missiles will not  stop  the  multipl icat ion of warheads , bu t 
ra the r th at  MI RV  technology make s i t economical t o cluste r m any  w arheads in  a  
single booster , the  way it  used to be economical to cluster many bombers  on a 
single air  base, increasing the adv ant age , in case of war, in being the side th at  
sta rts  it .

Along wi th concern for vulnerabil ity  cam e a parall el concern w ith  com mand and 
control . Safeguards  against a cciden tal o r in advertent or un author ized launch ing of 
weapons received increased att en tio n. Safeguards  aga inst the cripp ling of a re
tal iatory  sys tem by an at tack  on its  comm unica tions  and  command procedures 
received increased att ention. The  problem of so-called “ac cident al wa r” was 
recognized to be prim arily one of info rmation and  decision ra th er  than  sheer 
mechanica l accident; and ther e was an effort to pu t less reliance on quick-reacting 
ret aliato ry systems coupled with warning, and  greater reliance on weapons that , 
in case of uncertain ty,  could survive well enough to afford to w ait an d see, and  no t 
force hasty  decisions before the evidence  was in.

Bu t if t here has been b oth  progress and consensus on the crit eria fo r designing a 
stra teg ic ret aliato ry system, the re has been much  less clarity a nd  consensus, and I



believe less progress, on what to do if war should occur. We have measured our 
retal iatory potentia l in the number of Russians we might kill in a second strike; 
but we usually evade the question of whether, if war occurred, killing those 
Russians would be our war objective.

There is evidently widespread disagreement, even among knowledgeable people, 
on what it is worth to have a certain probability that  casualties in this country 
could be significantly or substantially reduced by ballistic missile defenses. Even 
those who profess a strong concern for reducing casualties are far more interested 
in doing i t by fending off Soviet warheads than by conducting the war in such a 
way that  destruction is minimized rathe r than maximized. Secretary McNamara’s 
thoughtful and pertinent suggestion in 1962 that live Soviet cities might better be 
treated as hostages even after war began, rather than as urgent targets for destruc
tion, providing the Soviets the “strongest  imaginable incentive to refrain from 
striking our own cities,” has never excited  either its advocates or its opponents 
the way civil defense, ballistic missile defenses, nuclear test bans, nuclear 
superiority, and other issues do.

Seven years ago, when he made the suggestion, one might argue that we and 
the Soviets  lacked the command and control facilities for doing anything but 
shutting  our eyes and launching everything at once. Seven years later we should 
have put ourselves in the position to see that , if intercontinental war should start, 
it does not automatically run its course as an orgy of destruction.

Ballistic missile defenses of populations on both sides may be one way, though 
not the cheapest way, of reducing the destructiveness of warfare. Being able on 
both sides to avoid inflicting maximum destruction, on condition that the other 
side not, is another way of holding down destruction in the event of war. It gets 
too little  attention. Even Secretary McNamara’s advocacy dampened in later 
years. It  may, though, be less expensive than ballistic missile defenses; also, it 
is not  incompatible with ballistic missile defenses.

Another  line of thinking has emerged in the last decade and become recognized 
as a legitim ate part of our national-defense strategy. This is the notion that not 
only do we and our enemies often have a good deal in common, of a kind that 
might be expressed in arms control agreements negotiated in places like Geneva, 
but tha t even in our weapon planning and design and procurement we should 
take into account our adversary’ s reaction, and possibly even put him on notice 
about which of his actions will bring about certain responses on our side.

President Eisenhower seemed quite  concerned about the avoidance of a mutually 
provoking arms race. But  I believe  the explicit blending of arms control and 
defense planning really emerged in connection with ballistic missile defenses, the 
issue that is causing so muchconcern and disagreement now. Secretary McNamara 
and President Johnson both articulated the notion that Russian deployment 
would have a significant influence on our own decision and that it might be in 
our join t interest to abstain. Th ey communicated that  we should have to react 
at least with an enlarged offensive capabil ity, and possibly with a matching de
fensive capabili ty, if the Soviet  Union deployed a major system.

And most recently President Nixon has proposed that a defense of strategic 
retal iatory weapons differs from a defense of population centers in what it com
municates to the Russians about U.S. intentions and in its lack of menace to 
the Russians’ own deterrent force.

I find it significant— more than that, I find it striking— that we have come to 
the point where we can engage in arms bargaining with our main adversary not 
under the disconnected heading of “disarmament and arms control” but in the 
ordinary process of defense planning and budgeting. Evid ently a great deal tha t 
we do with strategic weapons is a direct response to what  we think the Soviet 
Union is doing and is going to do; it is easy to suppose that they do not develop 
their strategic weaponry in a vacuum, but look at what the United States has 
procured, is procuring, and is l ikely to procure in the future. We do react to each 
other.

Acknowledging this and taking it into account is sensible as defense planning, 
not just as “disarmament planning.” Whatever the prospects for successful 
negotiations with the Soviet Union during the coming months and years, on the 
subject of strategic weaponry, there could not be a greater contrast between the 
serious and businesslike prospects  for realistic negotiations in 1969 and all the 
fantasy  and pretense about  “ general and complete disarmament” that charac
terized the beginning of our decade.

There are two areas of strategic thinking in which we have made very  little  
progress during the past decade. One is an old problem, and the lack of progress 
is not due to lack of trying. It is how to couple our strateg ic retalia tory capa
bili ty and our regional defense capabi lity in a meaningful doctrine.



The quest ion whether the  tac tica l use of nuclear  weapons must lead, or need 
no t lead, to total  esca lation is no t one on which  any of us sees closer to  a per
suasive  answer  now than  ten  years  ago. The  question  whether a conv entiona l 
capabil ity in Europe  or elsehere enhances the  stra teg ic deterrent , by prom ising  
timely and unflinching response,  or degrades the  stra teg ic de ter ren t by provid ing  
evasive  alte rnatives, is one th at  the  American governmen t and  some Europ ean  
governments argued to a stan dsti ll.

Nobody wants to  police the  enti re world sim ply by the  th reat  of nuc lear  destruc
tion ; nobody wants  to defense Western Europe  with an advance  com mitment 
never to touch nuc lear weapons. Bu t no reliab le compromise doctrine  has real ly 
emerged in the  las t seve ral years. Pa rt  of the  reason is th at  alliances are  far less 
capable  of cand id discuss ion of these issues than  single governments, and the  
problems are  h ard  e nough even with in the  p rivacy of one’s own government.

The other problem I would call to  your  a tte nt ion is t ha t of having a persuasive 
capabil ity to dete r, or if necessary to cope with , a major war with Comm unist 
China. I notice th at  those who design ballis tic missile defenses pay  gre at heed 
to Comm unist  China, bu t I do no t recall  a single offensive weapons s ystem th at 
was publicly deb ated or justif ied on grounds th at  it was ada pte d to a Chinese 
th reat  r ath er than  to a Soviet  t rea t.

It  is easy to suppose that , if we can kill tens  of millions of Russians, we can 
surely  kill as many Chinese as we might ever want to. What I cann ot see is why 
we should want to. I do not  believe th at  the calculations for a war  with Russia 
th at  we are counting on not  to happen  should be the  same calculations as for a 
war  with China th at many people think  could happen.

I und ers tand, too, th at  th e p roblem of controlling an d eventually  te rm ina ting a 
major war wi th the  Soviet Union m ay seem jus t beyond th e powers of h uman ma n
agement. For  some it appears  to be the  end of the  world anyway, and  they  lose 
interest. But a  w ar with China  would have a n end, I hope, and  an aft erm ath —an 
afterm ath  in which one cann ot lose in terest, however much he  would deplo re th at  
war. A w ar with  China raises the  im portant ques tion of how to keep the Soviet 
Union ade qua tely  dete rred  while a major war  is going on. It  raises the  q ues tion  of 
what our objectiv e would be in such a war, and what our  stra tegic-bombing 
philosophy should be.

I dislike men tioning this, because it sounds too war-like, and I do no t feel 
war-like toward Communist China.  My worry is th at  the  Vietnamese War  or  a 
Korean crisis or anoth er crisis over  Taiw an or anoth er att ack on Ind ia mig ht 
possibly escalate into  something  involving  the Chinese mainland. And I would no t 
like to see our  nuc lear  behav ior toward China guided by such concepts, like “a s
sured des truc tion ,” as were developed over the  years in re lation to a very  di fferent 
kind of adver sary and  a very hyp othetical war.

I like to  remind myself from time to t ime th at  every  Chinese  civilian is the  citizen 
of a country  a llied to the  United States, and  one of ou r responsibilities  in case of 
war is to pro tec t them and  the ir homeland. Puni shing  close to  a billion Chinese 
for the sins we impute to a usurping  au thor ity  th at  we do not  even recognize as 
the ir government, and  doing it merely because  this  is what for twenty yea rs we 
successfully thr eaten ed against Russia , and  because for twe nty  years this is the  
way we equipped ourselves, would be both  witless and  tragic.

I feel obliged, because  it is so much on everyone’s mind these  days, to  tak e a 
position on balli stic missile defenses before I close my sta tem ent . I have for seven 
years  depreca ted such defenses, m ainly  because  of a belief t ha t we an d the  Soviet  
Union could join tly  profit from joint renunciation  and  because of the opportunity 
that  ABM presents  for  reaching accord  w ith the  Russians. But  like Char les Herz- 
feld, former Director of AR PA, I do not  see th at  either side in the  deb ate  today 
has a clear and obvious winning case. Some defense against Chinese ICB M’s makes 
sense—not  a compelling case, bu t a reasonable  case. Defense of M inu tem an may 
make sense in the era of MIRV—no t a compelling  case bu t a reasonab le case. 
Avoidance  of a defensive arms race is ter rib ly imp ortant , bu t a $100 billion de
fensive arms  race is n ot the  inevitable consequence of a decision to proceed with  
a modest sys tem; it is to be guarded again st, and we can guard  against it.

I am much more concerned with  the decision on Sentine l or any such sys tem  be 
taken wisely than  th at  the  decision be the  correct one. The decision oug ht to be 
ten tat ive —dependent on negotiat ions  with  the  Russians. I t ough t no t to be a 
victory for eith er side in an ideological deba te. Those who oppose ABM oug ht to 
avoid making it a decision between none at  all and an open-ended com mitmen t 
to a defensive arms  race. Those who favor  ABM ough t not  to make  it a mortal 
challenge to all who hope to avoid a defensive arms  race.

An intel ligen t decision can go either way. A responsible decision can go either 
way. I have  respect personal ly for people on both sides of this  issue. I ’d prefer  
not  to make  i t an ideological t es t case.
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Writing this statement on the eve of an anticipated Presidential decision on 
ABM, I can only hope tha t the President will avoid accepting this issue as a 
sharp cleavage between two opposing philosophies. I hope he can be tentative 
and—to use the phrase inherited from a predecessor adminis tration—can “keep 
his options open” in spite of the pressure to declare one side entirely right and 
the other all wrong.

Thank you for permitting me to  join you today.
(The biography of Dr. Schelling follows:)

Dk. Thomas C. Schelling

For the past eleven years, Dr. Thomas C. Schelling has been Professor of 
Economics a t Harvard University  and a member of the faculty of its  Center for  
Inte rnational Affairs. He is currently  serving as a consul tant to the Defense 
Science Board of the  Departmen t of Defense and as Chairman  of the Board’s 
task force on strategic objectives and systems technology.

Born in Oakland, California in 1921, Dr. Schelling received his B.A. degree 
from the University of California at  Berkeley in 1943. Harvard  awarded him 
the degree of Ph. D. in Economics in 1951.

From 1948 through 1953, Dr. Schelling was an economist with the U.S. Gov
ernment in the field of foreign aid, serving in Copenhagen, P aris  and Washing
ton. I n 1958 he became Associate Professor  of Economics at  Yale University. He 
remained  at  Yale until  1958, when he accepted his current professorship at 
Harvard.

On leave from Harvard  in 1958-1959, Dr. Schelling served on the staff of 
the Rand Corporation. During this  period Rand published research reports by 
Dr. Schelling enti tled “Nuclear Weapons and Limited War” and “Surprise At
tack and Disarmament.”

Dr. Schelling has served as a consultant to numerous governmental and non
governmental agencies concerned with defense or arms control policy. These 
include the Departments of Defense and State, the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency, the Ins titu te for  Defense Analyses, and the Rand Corporation. 
From 1960 to 1963 he was a member of the Scientific Advisory Board of the  Air 
Force. He was a member of the D.O.D.’s Defense Science Board from 1966 
through the end of 1968, when he began his current consultantship to the  Board.

Dr. Schelling has served as editor  of a number of academic journals. These 
include The Journal of Conflict Resolution, The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 
The Review of Economics and Statist ics, and  World Politics.

Along with a number of books on economic topics, Dr. Schelling is the autho r 
of The Strategy of Conflict, published in 1960; Strategy and Arms Control. 
writ ten jointly with Morton H. Halperin  and published in 1961; and Arms and 
Influence, published in 1966. His many shorter works include Planning—Pro
gramming—Budgeting: PPBS and Foreign Affairs, a memorandum published 
las t year  as a committee p rin t by the Senate Committee on Government Opera
tions.

Dr. Schelling. Mr. Kahn has emphasized the determining factor 
of technological progress. In my paper, I tried to argue tha t tech
nological progress is not  really the main determinate of our strategic 
thinking.

We get new ideas. We may sometimes be persuaded out of positions 
we held. Mr. Kahn  has suggested we do not think as well today as 
we did 6 or 7 years ago. I am not sure that is true;  nevertheless the 
intellectual progress is often more apparent than  real. We keep 
discovering what we knew b ut forgot.

I was struck  by Dr. George Quester’s book, “Deterrence Before 
Hiroshima,” in which he looked at the development of strategic 
air-war doctrine from the invention of the airplane to the end of 
World War II. He found not only tha t many of the strategic argu
ments we have had in the last 15 or 20 years, like the points pro and 
con tha t Mr. Kahn  has been giving about ballistic missile defenses,
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not only were understood and argued and debated in the 1920’s 
and 1930’s bu t even in language that is remarkably similar to the 
language we use now.

1 used in my most recent book a quotation  from Winston Churchill  
that I thought was the one in which he introduced the “balance  of 
terror” idea at Fulto n, Mo., after the first nuclear weapon h ad gone 
off. It  turned ou t th at  the  quotation was from an address to Commons 
in 1934. I realized then tha t people like Herman Kahn and me— 
many of us whom you call on to testify—are so busy writing and 
arguing and testifying,  that we do not read very much, except each 
other for purposes of occasional refutat ion.

On ballistic missile defenses, I am inclined to think a lot can be 
said for having a t hin  defense against the Chinese missiles, and a lot 
can be said against it. There is a very good case for protecting Minute
man, the case being tha t we may be more able to resist pressures to 
buy more Minutemen and Polaris if we have a reasonable defense of 
Minuteman.

Whatever the danger was that this would lead to a $100 billion 
thick city defense, it doesn’t exist now. Everybody  is alerted and 
sensitized to it, including the President of the United States . So i t is 
not going to escalate quietly and unnoticed.

My hope, when I wrote my statement , the night before President 
Nixon made his decision, was less that he would make the righ t 
decision than  that  he  would make it in a wise manner and formulate 
it  properly, that he would not give too much aid or comfort to either 
side in what  had become an ideological controversy. I hoped he would 
keep his options open. And, if we were to have a compromise, I think 
on the whole we have been given a reasonable case for a ten tative 
schedule for some ballistic  missile defense, with due a tten tion  to the 
role of negotiations with Russians.

Thank you very  much.
Mr. Zablocki. Thank you, Dr. Schelling.
Both of you gentlemen have given us very provocative statements.
On your final observation, then, is i t safe to assume tha t your  cri

teria spelled out  were met by the Nixon decision and an intelligent 
decision?

Dr. Schelling. Yes; I would have liked to write his speech myself, 
bu t seeing t ha t I couldn’t, it was a decent statement and I thin k a 
fair decision.

Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Kahn and Dr. Schelling, there isn’t really any 
area of disagreement between the two of you on the antiballistic mis
sile system, on the thin system, that I could detect. Maybe this is 
moot after  the decision, bu t nevertheless it would be of interest to 
me at least, Mr. Kahn, with a comment by Dr. Schelling, for you 
to speak on the reservations that you have had about  the nuclear 
nonproliferation treaty, particularly  as it would affect our allies. Also, 
would you explain your position on disarmament talks? When you 
quite clearly stat ed your thoughts about the rigidity  of the Soviet 
Union, I detected there that the disarmament talks with the Soviet 
Union would find some problems. Would you comment on the two 
issues, the nonproliferation treaty  as it affects our allies, and any 
further discussions on disarmaments with the Soviet Union?

Mr. Kahn. On page 11, I have a note on the nonproliferation 
treaty  which, in fact, I should probably correct.
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I ha pp en  to be in fav or  of the tr ea ty  concep tua lly . I was v ery  m uch  
ag ain st the sty le in which  it  was  nego tia ted , in which, in effect, no t 
formally bu t as a prac tic al effect,  we got tog eth er wi th  the  Ru ssi ans 
and pre sen ted  ou r allies with  mutua l agreem ent s wi th the Russians . 
Fo rm erl y, it  was always done  the othe r way, but the pra ctical  effec t 
is as I suggested.

Th is resulted in the utter m os t ann oyanc e, irr ita tio n,  and aggrava
tion in  Ja pa n,  West  Ge rm any, It al y  and , to some degre e, India.  
One can ma ke a ra th er  good case th a t th is ann oyanc e, itsel f, has 
acc ele rated sent im en t in the se  c ountr ies  b y ab ou t 5 year s, ju st  t o give 
an  es tim ate  of a th ing  which  cann ot  be  es tim ate d. T hat is a co urse  
which  is in the  pas t.

To da y we h ave signed th e trea ty . B ut I th ink it  is a c ourse w hich  is 
wor th  not ing. Why was it  made?  Well, thi s is an  answer  to yo ur  
second que stio n, Mr . Ch air man .

To  the Russians , di sa rm am en t nego tia tio ns  fulfilled ma ny  needs, 
one  of which is to sow allianc e disc ord and  to hand le the pro blem of 
Ge rm any, which is im po rtan t to the Russians . I t  is no t to say th ey  
are  com ple tely  uncon scious  to the wor ldw ide problems,  th at  they  
ha ve  no in ter es t in  controll ing  the arm s race . I t  is to say  th at w ith in 
thei r in ter na l pri or ities  of nego tia tin g, the West  Ge rm an  issue  and  
alli ance issues  often seem to take  preced ence ove r the world, itse lf, 
and, therefo re, we le t them  n ip a t us in  thi s way . I th ink this is bad  in  
two  ways:  I t encourages a ce rta in  k ind of behavio r on the par t of the  
Sovie ts and  these all iance in ter es ts for  us are  im po rta nt . We do n’t  
wan t to give the W est Ge rmans and  Japane se  the at ti tu de  th at  we 
priz e certa in agree me nts  wi th the  S oviets  so mu ch th at we choose the  
me tho ds  of lea st resi sta nce in  negotia ting. We t re at  th em  as the  enemy, 
in effect, and  the Sovie ts as the allies.

Un de r the  rig id ity  i ssue , I ough t to ma ke the  po in t th at the  Sovie t 
Presi diu m ten ds to be tac tic all y qu ite  flexible. I was talkin g ab ou t the  
in st itu tio n rig id ity  w ith in the sys tem .

I rem ember when Kh rush ch ev  wa nted  to change  the  Sov iet  Nav y 
from bui ldin g cru isers to bui lding be tter  sub marines.  He  ha d to fire 
the adm iral . He  fir ed the adm iral , as n ea rly  as we c an tell, only  a fte r 2 
years  of pressu re. He  tri ed  to ge t the guy to cha nge  a nd he wo uld n’t 
change , so he fired  him . With in th a t sys tem , the level  of discussion is 
rel ati ve ly low.

One way  to  cha rac ter ize  i t is a large nu mber of So vie t decisions  which 
are  othe rwise inexplicabl e to us is th at th e Sov iets  are ref igh ting 
Wo rld  W ar  II  wi th mod ern equip me nt.  Th ey  do, for exam ple,  ha ve  
a lo t of da y fighte rs in  their  air  defe nse es tab lishm ent. Day  fighte rs 
are  no t thou gh t of as pa rti cu la rly  useful by  mos t people. Th e rea son 
seem s to be th at  tact ical  air  arm  came ou t of Wo rld  War  II  wi th  
gr ea t dea l of pre stige,  and for tac tic al  fighte r opera tions  da y fighte rs 
are  a good thin g.

In  a s tra teg ic  camp aig n, if th e e nem y comes at  nigh t, the  da y f igh ter s 
are  useless. In  a no rm al war , if you ca n’t at ta ck  tonigh t or toda y,  
because of we ath er,  you at ta ck  tom orrow. We phase d ou t our la st  
gun in air  art ill ery in 1956.  Th e Ru ssi ans sp en t as mu ch in 195 6 on 
two tube  art ill ery syste ms  as on the whole in tercon tin en ta l syste m.

I t  gives  you like a hal f pe rcen t at tr iti on . T hat is an  im po rtan t 
numb er,  if you are going to ma ke  200 vis its,  but it  is negligib le in a 
str ate gic war . Why? Bec ause the Sov iet Un ion  has  ar til ler y people
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who tend to make the key decisions, the  same as in the 1960’s the  Air 
Force officers made the key decisions in the United States.

These rigidities are extremely important in trying  to analyze what  
is going on. I don’t think the same rigidities are qu ite as strong in the 
behavior of the Presidium at the negotiat ing level. In other words, 
they are, I think, rather  flexibile, or at least at the tactical level, b oth 
in their own terms of one step forward, one step backward kind of 
thing, or the Lenin idea of refusing to compromise with infantiles. 
These are seriously realistic people.

Mr. Zablocki. We can take little comfort that they have problems 
of rigidity within their  military services as we find sometimes in our 
own.

I realize the nonproliferation trea ty and the arms control are apples 
and oranges, but,  nevertheless, Dr. Schelling, you find tha t we and 
the Soviet Union have gone along in a businesslike way on the subject 
of disarmament and arms limitation.

Would you care to state w’hat the possibilities are in the future for 
success? If so, in what  specific areas? What, in your opinion, is a ground 
where we can find some beginning?

Dr. Schelling. I think we may have already begun.
What I had in mind when I referred to the businesslike way we 

w ere proceeding w as meant to be in contra st to the comparable month 
in the administration of P residen t Kennedy when the language was 
all about  general and complete disarmament  which, as far as I can 
tell, nobody believed in, with the possible exception of President  
Kennedy and former President Eisenhower. I believe it was fakery 
on the Soviet side. I t was nearly complete fakery on our side. I don’t 
believe it impressed Indians, Mexicans, or anybody else with our 
sincerity.

No progress was ever made on the subject.
The present nonproliferation treaty  calls for eventually  gettin g on 

to general and complete disarmament. Bu t the  nonproliferat ion tr eaty, 
itself, is an indicat ion tha t small steps along the way may be worth
while n ot only as steps to something more, bu t something for their 
own sake.

Primarily , the paragraph in the NPT about looking to general and 
complete disarmament is a demand that the United States  and the 
Soviet Union and, if possible, France,  Britain, and China, do some
thing about nuclear disarmament .

What I particular ly had in mind, though, was this: I think  when 
Secretary  McNamara and Presiden t Johnson proposed that  the 
decision for or against the ballistic missile defenses was not  econom
ically and technically clear-cut in either direction, that in any case i t 
made sense to hold off and see whether the Soviet Union could be 
induced to hold off, because tha t might keep both  of us from having 
to buy more offensive systems to pene trate  each other’s defenses, 
and it might  save both of us the cost of defensive systems, that  w’as 
arms negotiat ion with the Russians. They  didn’t go to Geneva and 
say, "We hereby propose to you” . They simply made clear by talking 
to the Congress and by talking to the public, by being overheard by 
the Soviet Union, tha t the Russians could influence our decision if 
they went ahead with a big system. For good reasons or bad, we 
would probably feel obliged to copy them. If they didn’t go ahead
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with the system, the pressure on us to do so would be less. The induce
ments on ou r side to go along with them and saving ourselves money 
and saving them money would be greate r.

I don’t know whether this was perceived to be “arms negotia tion.” 
Bu t when you can engage in that kind of diplomacy with your chief 
poten tial enemy, not under the heading of disarmament and arms 
control to be sponsored by a separate agency, but as a natural, 
obvious way for a Secretary of Defense to think about major weapon 
decisions, that is enormous progress in the assimilation of an arms 
control philosophy in the process of strategic decisionmaking. In 
recent years the Russians are showing some signs th at they can th ink 
this way, too; and they probably  do perceive tha t what they do sub
stant ially influences wha t we do.

I happen to be, with Mr. Kahn,  a member of a small group, includ
ing Mr. Herzfeld who was here with you last week, that as consultants 
to the Defense Depa rtment have been thinking about  strategic 
negotiations with the Russians and what k ind of understanding could 
be reached. And I am struck  with how the entire Defense Establishment, 
as well as the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, not only 
takes for granted tha t this is a legitimate mode of discourse with an 
enemy, bu t even takes for granted some of the criteria and ground 
rules for how to judge the kind of agreement tha t might come out.

No longer are those who oppose arms control opposing it  by  insist
ing on fantas tically  perfectionist schemes tha t they know are so 
impossible th at they can never be  a threat. I don’t know what causes 
this appa rent  progress. I think it is m any things, including the new 
generation  of officers tha t do the thinking about this subject in the 
military services, themselves, and perhaps the higher degree of 
literacy demanded in the Pentagon as a result  of Mr. McNamara.

But it  is also about  8 years of progress since the time tha t Mr. 
McCloy was called in by President Kennedy to think once more 
whither the subject of arms control should go. It  has gone so far tha t 
it seems to inform our defense planning in a way that  is far more 
healthful than  the notion that arms agreements necessarily are 
specific, formal treaties to be officially negotiated, ratified, and then 
allowed to become rigidly obsolete with no way of changing them.

Mr. Zablocki. Thank you, Doctor. Th at is a very interesting 
statement. It  poses some very good questions.

My time has expired, bu t let me say that I think there would be 
some one who would be highly critical of any discussion with the 
Soviets, almost looking upon such discussions as unpatriotic.

Further,  you will find there is some question whether the Defense 
Dep artm ent or the milit ary have entered into the diplomatic field to too great an extent.

These are some of the questions we may have an opportuni ty to 
pursue later. But, my time has expired.

Governor Thomson.
Mr. Thomson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Schelling, I notice on page 5 of your statement you say you are 

more concerned that a decision on Sentinel or any system be taken  
wisely than tha t the decision be the correct one. I gather  from your 
elaboration  that  you real ly think  th at this decision was wisely taken, 
and also tha t i t was probably the correct one. Am I correct in tha t conclusion?



131

Dr. Schelling. Yes.
Mr. Thomson. I would like to have someone, maybe Mr. Kahn, 

tell me about  these offensive weapons.
You referred to MIRV and recently  we have heard about the 

FOBS.
Would you describe for me what  the difference is between FOBS 

and MIRV?
Mr. Kahn. Let  me sta rt with the MIRV. The term means 

“multiple independently guided reentry vehicle,” and the concept  is 
tha t one can have a large package, a reentry vehicle, if you will, 
which can spew o ut or expel anywhere, say, up to at least 10 has  been 
published in the newspapers, independent li ttle reentry vehicles in the 
missile, so that one can have, say, on the Polaris, shooting up one 
missile but 10 separate atom bombs come out, each one in its own 
reentry vehicle, each independently guided, and each h ittin g then  10 
separate  targets.

This means, for example, under  the program tha t was disclosed a 
few months ago, the United  States will go from having about 1,600 
warheads on missiles ready to be fired, to 7,500. This  means, in turn , 
tha t if the Russians have 1,000 missiles, which have been roughly 
advertised recently, you could allocate three, four, or five missiles per 
Russian missile and have wha t some people call firs t degree of first- 
strike capability .

It  doesn’t seem tha t this will be likely early in the game, because 
the guidance will be crude and you will have weight limitations . But 
the guidance will be improved over time. Exac t s tatements about the 
guidance are classified, and I have gone about as far as you can go in 
public testimony.

The FOB system has been considered numerous times by  the  United 
States, and for various reasons rejected.  The Russians have developed 
a system and are possibly procuring it. The term means “fractional 
orbital bombing system,” and rather than  launch a missile on a ballis
tic trajectory , you launch a missile into orbit, the low-alti tude orbit. 
This is low enough to go und ernea th your radar screens. So it would 
get quite a distance into your system before you noticed it. Then you 
de-orbit it the same way we do with the Apollo and then you hit a 
strategic base with it.

It  is a more or less ideal system against U.S. bomber bases which 
depend upon warning for evacuation or to take off. It  is less useful 
against a missile system which depends upon dispersal and hardening  
for protection. So it is purely designed against the American alert 
bombing. Since we worry less abou t Soviet alert bombers, we have  not 
procured a similar system.

Mr. Thomson. Is it possible for the FOBS to come in on this 
country, we will say, from the south? We seem to assume that  the 
other missiles will come from the north.

Mr. Kahn. No. Both the ballistic  missiles and the FOBS can come 
from e ither north or south. It you come from the south, you decrease 
your accuracy slightly. How much, I suspect, is classified. For some 
systems this decrease in accuracy is important and in o thers it is not, 
depending on the target.

You also decrease your payload a lit tle bit. Again, in some systems 
this would be important and in some it is not. So one needs 360° cover-
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age, because one can approach from any side. The ballistic missile system is difficult to do east and west, bu t you can approach to it. On the FOBS you can approach from any direction.
Mr. T homson. Dr. Schelling, in your statement, on page 5, you raise an interesting point ab out our nuclear strategy versus Communist China. You are quest ioning the application of “assured destruction.” How would you recommend the United States shape its strategic objectives toward China?
Dr. Schelling. The main thing I can do is identify two extremes that  I think would be mistakes and suggest that somewhere in between there may be a useful strategy . 1 mentioned one extreme which I think is a mistake. That is the notion tha t in case of some kind of war with China, attem pting to destroy people in China, or even to destroy major cities because of key people in those cities, or the key economic assets in those cities, would be at best merely cruel and at worst wholly inconsistent with any Asian or worldwide objectives we had tha t might have gotten us into war in the first place.The other extreme t ha t seems to me unlikely to be of any use, is to have a conventional explosive bombing attack in the hope tha t we could either cripple the Communis t Chinese military machine or make the war so costly t ha t it would become unendurable.My impression is that the effectiveness of bombing with high explosives in North  Vietnam translated into the vaster country and targ et system of China, with the much greater distances to fly over enemy territory , jus t suggests that that is very, very unpromising. As a result, I am inclined to think tha t the kind of strategic bombing war itself in any version m ight not prove effective. Bu t if i t were to be effective, I would imagine it would mean using nuclear weapons with extreme care, possibly in very large numbers, presumably with the greater  accuracy you could get against a more primitive air defense system than  we would expect in Eastern Europe, with the object, perhaps, tha t we would get negative score for civilians killed, that we want to minimize blast damage, fallout, provide civilian warning in advance, as one might have done in other wars where feasible.

Secondly, I suppose one wants to be very careful about the war aini. If it  appears t ha t we are at tempting to destroy China as a society, I imagine nobody comes to terms. If it appears that we are trying to eradicate the Communist Government of China in the hope tha t a successor government will be politically capable of being more friendly toward the United States , we may find them unwilling to come to terms.
So we may have to be  more careful about what our war aim is than in a purely retal iatory  campaign of the kind we typically plan for the Soviet Union. I have even given serious thought to such notions as landing ground forces to occupy a bit of Chinese territory in order to have something with which to negotiate—perhaps a Chinese evacuation of India, or whatever  other target count ry the war might have been about in the first place.
I don’t find it easy to design a painless, costless, victorious campaign. On the  other hand, I am impressed with Chinese prudence. I tr ust  they won’t put  us in the position of having to conduct this kind of war. Bu t if it  does happen, I suppose then we may discover th at we much
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prefer B-52’s to Polaris weapons. We much prefer very  small weapons 
to very large weapons, if we have to use nuclear ones.

We may discover tha t we have to use nuclear weapons. If we do, 
there is no more nonproliferation trea ty; there is no more test  ban 
trea ty; and the nuclear  club, if it hasn’t already, will then build 
rapidly, I think, not toward 10, bu t toward 100. So it is a deadly  
serious decision we are talking about.

As I quoted President Johnson, this is a Presidential decision of the 
highest order. B ut one has to consider nuclear weapons in connection 
with Communist China simply because, in a war with China, the 
issues would be even grea ter than they have been in Vietnam, and the 
futility  of a high explosive, strategic bombing campaign would be 
even more manifest.

Mr. Thomson. Mr. Kahn?
Mr. Kahn. I would like to express some disagreement with wha t 

Tom has jus t said. We have done a number of studies of United 
States-Chinese wars. They have not  been done in such great  depth 
tha t they represent a serious exception to Tom’s earlier remark  tha t 
there have been no studies. We have looked at it on and off for 
the last 3 years.

First, on the bombing issues, in the bombing of Vietnam we were 
attem pting  to prevent a fairly large country from sending about  100 
tons of supplies down south a day. As a ma tter  of fact we could 
have done, in my judgment,  an order of magnitude be tter  tha n we did 
with intelligent bombing. But it is a fairly hopeless task.

The issue in strateg ic bombing is always the demand versus the 
supply. It  is interes ting to me tha t it is largely misunderstood. The 
Chinese, I think, do not misunderstand this. They have learned in 
Korea tha t strategic bombing can work very well.

General Ridgway, in his book, illustra tes his own understanding 
of the issue, and also illustrates the lack of understanding. He star ts 
out by saying several times in the early part of the book that one 
cannot isolate the battl e troops by strategic bombing, which is roughly 
a correct statement. Then he points out tha t the May-June  offensive 
against China, the reason it worked, was because of strategic bombing; 
otherwise, it would no t have been successful.

Then he points out that the subsequent operation of the Air Force, 
where it tried to win the war by itself, failed because there was no 
offensive accompanying it. Then he made the statement tha t you 
cannot isolate the battlefield.

A Chinese division in action against the Americans would probably 
need about 300 tons a day, or it collapses, as it  did in the May-June 
offensive. If you are supplying them with 600 tons a day, it uses up 
300 just sitting still, and could fight 1 day a month. If you force it  to 
fight 2 days a month,  it is then in trouble.

In any large war against China, or in any atte mpt at destruct ing 
communications within China, the problem is not to stop 100 tons a 
day from going south, but i t is qui te different. I would argue classical 
interdiction campaigns might be very effective, properly designed, to 
try to do things tha t could be done.

I will make a second comment. There are a number  of pieces of 
Chinese territory  which might be seized and held. It  has become an
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axiom of the  United States not to get involved in a large land war in 
Asia. I would argue tha t the more important issue is not to get 
involved in any war, b ut if you happen to pick an area in the world 
to fight in, the plains of northern China are ideal for our systems.
This is ta nk country in t ank  warfare.

In some real sense, historically, attacks from the north against 
China have been more successful tha n not, and nothing has changed 
since. The reason I mention this is not because I advocate this. I, 
with Tom, tend not to th ink of the  Chinese th rea t as being so serious, 
as most Americans seem to think. I don’t think they themselves are 
as mad or anything else as they  appear to be. B ut it is important to 
let the Chinese know tha t we have tactics against them tha t are •
credible. They depend a great deal on their own self-deterrents.

I would like to support Tom and make it  actually much stronger, 
tha t in any war against China, we should be meticulous in  observing 
against civilian damage. The one thing you don’t want  to do is kill •
100 million Chinese and decide late r on there was no reason for doing 
it. No man has ever killed 100 million people before in the history of 
the world, and I  don’t think  a ny American President wants  to be the 
first one to do so.

This means you need weapons systems which can be surgical. I 
would think tha t in any war with China, you would sta rt off with 
high-explosive attacks, and if you do not design these attacks properly, 
then, of course, they will be wasted, if you don’t think about  them.

If you think about them, then  they will not be. Secondly, you 
probably wish to think in terms of conventional pressure on the 
Chinese. You wish to have nuclear systems against the Chinese, pa r
ticularly if they use nuc lear weapons. You want  to make clear tha t 
it 'will be disastrous for them.

The first disaster is not the  annihilation of the Chinese people, b ut 
of its government, its mili tary  systems, its communications, controls, 
supplies, and logistics. Here the MIRV comes in extremely efficiently.

One can now design relatively inexpensive strategic forces which 
are relatively surgical in this kind of operation. I don’t mean by 
“surgical” tha t they do no damage to civilians. I n a very large a ttack 
against China, it is difficult for me to imagine at least 1 million,
2 million, or 3 million Chinese not  being killed, and that is a l ot of
people, any way you count it. Bu t it is not 100 million. It  is not 50 
million. I t is no t 10 million. It  is 1 million, 2 million, or 3 million. *

If I were Pres ident of the United  States, I would give the Dep art
ment  of Defense instructions  to design attacks against the Chinese 
which kill less than 1 million people, how effective are they, 2 million.
3 millions, and see what the differences are.

I t is extremely importa nt to understand, however, t ha t any United 
States-Chinese war is a war which, when the thing is over, will have a 
postmortem. People are going to ask, “Wh at did you do, and why?”

I want to repea t the one thing we will not be able to live with in 
th at  postmortem is having killed 100 million or 200 million Chinese 
for relatively  frivolous reasons.

Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Fraser.
Mr. F raser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Schelling, would you have regarded, or did you regard the 

earlier decision on the deployment of the thin ABM as an error? I
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am curious as to how you relate  the present decision to the one which 
was made a year ago.

Dr. Schelling. To use Secretary McN amara’s language, I thought 
it was a marginal decision and I  marginally came out against, whereas, 
he came out marginal ly in favor. I was against it for two reasons.

First, I thou ght we were rushing into a system tha t would dignify a 
Chinese nuclear  threat, tha t would make it  look to the Japanese and 
others t ha t we were far more afraid of the Chinese than we should be, 
and tha t this would interfere w ith what was Secre tary Rusk’s original 
notion, that  we should t ry to be a littl e more casual abou t the Chinese 
bomb and what it  meant, and how scared other  countries should be of 
a nuclear Communist China.

I also suspected tha t the Sentinel system was primar ily recom
mended and supported and justified by people who wanted a fa r bigger 
system, which I thought would have some of the arms races escalating 
effects that people have recently, I think  with exaggeration, warned  
against.

By last  week I had gotten  concerned tha t a decision against any 
sort of system would be in response to a kind of screaming public 
pressure "that I thought was out of all proportion to the cost of the 
system and the  danger of an aggravated arms race. By last week I 
thought it  had been communicated to the Soviet Union tha t a decision 
even to go ahead would not prejudice arms negotiations and could even 
be reversed if arms negotiations went in tha t direction.

I was still, I should say, not persuaded by Mr. Kahn’s 40-minute 
or 1-hour ta lk which is supposed to leave three-quarters  of any audi
ence convinced. Bu t I am also concerned tha t if we become afraid 
tha t the Minuteman system is vulnerable, we will end up spending 
more money on an enlarged Polaris system, or very expensive ways 
of either duplicat ing Minuteman  or basing it in new ways.

Quite possibly i t is one of the cheapest ways to keep the M inuteman 
system—a system tha t was essentially planned and decided on 8 
years ago in President Kennedy’s first term—to keep that  system 
reasonably satisfactory for another 4 or 8 years. If this is properly 
articulated, it seems to me it constitutes part of the arms negotia
tions with the Russians, not a block to it.

It  seems to me tha t President Nixon has called attention to what  
a defense of Minuteman would communicate to the Russians  about 
our inten t, and tha t he was conscious tha t it posed a very different 
kind of th rea t to them than an effort to degrade their own reta liato ry 
system by defending our cities.

Therefore, the President converted what  might have looked like a 
bypassing of arms negotiations, or destruction of arms negotiations, 
into reasonable communication abou t what  the objective of arms 
negotiations  should be.

Mr. Fraser. One of the reasons I wanted to ask you that question 
has to do with the process by which these decisions have been made. 
Both of you talked about the ways in which decisions have been made.

It  is clear, it  seems to me, that there are many in the Pentagon and 
elsewhere who have consistently  and for a long time advocated the 
full-scale deployment of the  ABM system. It  seems to me fa irly clear 
tha t McN amara’s reversa l represented a political compromise. This 
is my  view, as I understood it, even though I think on the merits one 
could make a case for the decision for the thin system.
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Now we have again, you see, the resurgent political arguments 
stimulated in par t by  the deployment of these sites in the backyards 
of some cities, leading to a regenerat ion of the concern and opposition 
which apparently has resulted in a further compromise, even though 
it may be sound on the  merits.

It  is the process by which these decisions are made which concerns 
me very deeply. In other words, there had to be developed enormous 
amounts of pressure or counterpressure against those who want to keep 
building this system. Now we see the United States  going ahead with 
the construction of the manned bomber, which has been sort of held 
in suspense, in the R. & D. stage, I gather, for some years.

I guess what I  am trying to say is th at in p art  my concern about the *
ABM isn’t so much the question of whether  the President is right or 
wrong. There are many things  to be said for the decision. Bu t it  is the 
whole process tha t we are caugh t up in, the process that is leading to 
these high levels of milit ary spending. *

How do we get a handle on this? The other thing about the ABM 
that has struck me is that it  is an item which gives us a handle for 
debate. It  has, within limits, predictable military, political, and eco
nomic consequences. It  is an identifiable choice in a relative sense.

But how do we get  a t some of these other decisions tha t come from 
the Defense Departm ent? This is one reason I  am so deeply concerned 
about  the ABM decision, because in a way i t is symbolic of this much 
larger issue which is troubling a lot of people.

Dr. Schelling. I would like to be able to say that  the system 
worked well because there were pressures, as you described, forcing the 
President into  possibly an unwise decision on a great, big system and 
then, through the political process, counterpressures arose that  led to a 
compromise.

I don’t like tha t though, because I think the recent campaign 
against ballistic missile defenses was a kind of short-lived, not al
together convincing, replay of the civil defense deba te of 8 years ago.
People were looking for an issue. For some reason, the Vietnamese 
war didn’t provide that  issue and they jumped on ballistic missile 
defenses.

I can only wish that the opponents of ABM had been able to demand 
that  the decision be taken casually, however i t was taken. But  you 
can’t be a flaming advocate of casualness. If  you are going to mobilize 
great political pressure, you can’t do it  on grounds tha t something •
doesn’t deserve all that attention in the first place.

It  is worth noticing tha t we do not spend as much now as we used to 
on the great intercontinental thermonuclear systems. In fact, we have 
exactly the system that  John F. Kennedy presented to the Congress in *
March 1961. Strategic  defense and offense together are not only 
smaller in proportion to the defense budget, bu t smaller in absolute 
amount than  they were 4 or 5 years ago. Even if you allocate an ap
propriate  par t of the Pentagon overhead and an appropriate part of 
research and development, we are still dealing with what is less tha n 
one-fifth of the defense budget when we talk about  the Polaris, Min
uteman, B-52, the Sage system, ballistic defenses, and so for th.

If you worry about the defense budget, I would say military pay 
raises will cost more in the next half-dozen years, several times over 
this system. I favor increased military pay. That is why it is hard  
for me, although I consider myself an antimilitarist, to get enthusiastic
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about slashing the defense budget when it  means asking 2% or 3 
million young men, many of whom don’t want to be in military service, 
to keep my taxes low because i t looks cheap in the budget that  way.

But if you wan t to keep the defense budget down, don’t pay your 
troops. Cutting out ballistic missile defenses is small compared with  
that.

I also think it  is worth noticing, and I believe this is correct , th at  
the total amount of deliverable megatonnage has gone down, not up, 
in the last 7 or 8 years. Secre tary McNamara was fond of quoting a 
figure about the number of aler t warheads  that  could be delivered on 
the Soviet Union, and this was always shown to have gone up. Bu t 
to a great extent, phasing out all the B-47’s and a large fraction of 
the B-52 ’s took away from us our freight carriers. We are down now 
to weapons systems tha t for the most part contain far less energy 
yield than we used to have ready to load aboard these huge aircraf t. 
So, measured in terms of the total  amount of fallout you could produce 
over the Soviet Union if you went to war today  with  everyth ing you 
have, compared with, let us say, the day the first Polaris submarine  
was commissioned, I  think we would be unloading less, n ot more.

Mr. Zablocki. Do you wish Mr. Kahn to comment?
Mr. Fraser. Yes.
Mr. K ahn. I think  the BMD issue has been the most critical of 

any defense issue I know of, going over the last 10 years. Every 
year there have been major reviews, major studies, wi th the top people 
spending a lot of time listening to them. I don’t know how many thou
sands of feet, literally, of reports. It  happens tha t I came out in 
1962 for a thin defense and I published it in a book on escalation.

I thought the thin defense was the right way to go. They wan t it 
big, of course, because it is the natu re of bureaucracy to want  it  big. 
To call this a political decision is correct in a sense. Under tha t cr itical 
decision was an iceberg of very detailed, rather  well-reasoned people, 
each one representing  an interest , tha t is true. I don’t know of any 
other decision where tha t much thought has gone into it; none.

When I mentioned before that  inte llectual thinking has gone down 
in this country,  I  agree with Dr. Schelling that there has been progress 
in all kinds of ways, but on lots of specific issues we have jus t lost 
the arguments. I have found in the past that when a system has been 
under fire, there is generally a lot of dat a about. Bu t when it has 
not been under fire, they do not know themselves what they are doing.

We will go into an area and we will find out what  things cost and 
where the things are located, and the first thing the office always 
asks us is, “Can we have copies of your thinking?” because they 
don’t have any.

This is not surprising. They  jus t don’t do their job, generally speak
ing. I would th ink what you need is more skillful and skeptical review 
of this program by Congress and others. Bu t I  think it has to be more 
skilled as well as skeptical. There is nothing like having to defend 
yourself before a skeptical, knowledgeable man.

Mr. Fraser. Thank you.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Findley.
Mr. F indley. Mr. Kahn, if I understood your comment correctly, 

you made a case for a shift over the course of years to defensive 
weapons as opposed to strike weapons. Wha t happens to the credi
bility of our commitment to Western Europe  as th is progresses?

27 -0 65— 69-------10
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Mr. Kahn. It  goes on substant ially. It  goes up substantially.  Th at 
is one of the reasons for the shift. One of the things that  has always 
surprised me is how nations don’t worry about commitments. The 
French had no war plans for  rescuing the Poles or the Czechs; none. 
The Poles and Czechs did not  worry about it. When it  came about, 
they  found to their surprise that  the French did not deliver, except to 
watch Poland be taken over. Th at is all.

Many Europeans asked me “Would the Americans really suffer 100 
million dead to rescue us?” and I say “Of course no t. We both know 
that  is not  t rue.” I say then  that  “By the way, we probably will risk 
10 million.”

It  always comes as an incredible shock to the audience because they 
realize I am dead serious. They wouldn’t do it for us. What kind of 
insane people do we have who would risk 10 million dead to keep up 
with their  commitments? This is one of the most serious countries th at 
has ever existed in the world. We might go for 10, if we played crazy 
numbers games.

Mr. F indley. Do you thin k tha t is a state of mind of the United 
States presently?

Mr. Kahn. Yes. I t is an incredibly serious country. If the Soviet 
Union launched a large nuclear a ttack on Europe in 1967, in my guess 
we would have launched a la rge nuclear atta ck on the Soviet Union. 
I don’t think  so in 1969, because previously the Soviet Union nuclear 
force was limited. You could talk about disarming the Soviet Union.

Mr. F indley. D o I  u nderstand tha t you say in 1969 the likelihood 
of a response on our par t to a Soviet massive nuclear at tack  on Europe 
would be g reatly diminished as compared with 2 years ago?

Mr. Kahn. You would have  a response, I am sure, bu t the response 
would be very different. In  1969 you do not have any capabil ity to 
launch to disarm the Soviets. You have the balance of pow’er. If you 
hit Soviet cities, they will h it U.S. cities. They  will.

I don’t believe any American President will make the decision to 
see 100 million Americans killed.

Mr. F indley. I certain ly agree with  you. I am not at all sure tha t 
our Presiden t today or tomorrow would risk 10 million lives.

Mr. Kahn. You don’t know how serious he is.
Mr. F indley. Who knows? But the reason I raise this is this-----
Mr. Kahn. I would like to sta te something else. Let’s take the two 

extreme examples. Let ’s assume tha t you have the offense emphasis 
where each side has 2,000 missiles, hardened, dispersed, invulnerable, 
and this is more than sufficient to basically destroy the urban areas 
of both sides.

You intend, and this is now a l ittle  bit  misleading, to think in terms 
of wha t we call spasm wars, wiping out everything. It  is clear t ha t if 
that  is your only option, you  will not use your nuclear forces to protect 
Europe.

I t is t rue you can pu t awful punishment on the Russians, bu t you 
won’t do it. They know it  and you know it. Now, this  leaves you other 
options. One can imagine measured attacks, to destroy three Russian 
cities for revenge, and they  will destroy three American cities. Those 
m ie s  are not interes ting to American Presidents. They could be 
forced into  it,  by a bizarre chain of circumstances.

Bu t I would argue bjr and large we should try  to stay  out of t ha t 
game. We shouldn’t think of it as the normal method  of defense.
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Le t’s a ssu me  now th at bo th  sides  h av e large defenses, ex tre me ly l arg e 
defenses. I t  is tru e you  can no longer  th re at en  the Sovie t Un ion now 
wi th a ma ssive at ta ck  w hich destr oys th e whole co un try , bu t yo u can  
th re at en  them  wi th  an at ta ck  th a t cre ate s gr ea t dama ge , gr ea ter 
dam age  th an  th ey  suffered  in World W ar  II .

Th ey  can  re tu rn  the  com plime nt. Th is is true, loo. B ut now  you  
are tal kin g in  conceiv able  numb ers , conceivab le thin gs.  Yo u ha ve  a 
th re at  t ha t is no t com ple tely  incredib le. I t  is no t pa rti cu la rly  c redible , 
bu t the double negat ive  is im po rtan t;  it  is no t incred ible .

Second, yo u have  a mo bil iza tion race . We are  ve ry  good at  
mo bil iza tion. I wou ld guess th a t in  the mid-seve nties we wo uld  pu t 
som eth ing  l ike  $500 bill ion a ye ar  in to mo bil iza tion in suc h a circum 
stance . Yo u will be shocked w ha t you  can bu y w ith  $500 bil lion a ye ar.  
Tha t is the avera ge gross na tio na l prod uc t.

In  some  sense, th at is our  tra di tio na l rea ction . You can buy a spa re 
Un ite d St at es  in ab ou t a ye ar  an d a hal f, to give y ou a sense of wha t 
we are  ta lk ing abou t. So a m obiliz ation ra ce  is in ou r f avo r, no t the irs .

I do n’t  ha pp en  to wo rry  ab ou t Pr es iden ts going  man iaca l bu t, 
neverthele ss,  if bo th  sides  ha ve  2,000 missi les poised, re ad y to  go on 
30 seconds’ not ice , somehow it  is ha rd  for  me  to imagine  th a t the  
re st  of the ce nt ur y will pa ss  with ou t som eth ing  happen ing . I  find  it  
difficult. Or th e ne xt  100 years . I will give  myself  30 ye ars.

It  i s a s om ew hat dangero us loo king  world . Peo ple  fin d th a t comf ort
ing, th ey  real ly  do. I would  find it  mu ch mo re comfort ing  to have  
100 miss iles o n a s ide and very h eavy  defenses  on b ot h sides,  so if som e
body  pres ses  sev era l but to ns  by  mista ke , the re su lt would be  di sastr ou s, 
but no t to ta lly cataclysm ic. From  the viewp oin t of othe r na tio ns  and  
the arm s co ntr ol  as a wor ldw ide  phe nomenon, th is seem s to me 
absolut ely  th e be st  sys tem .

Aga in, I w an t to re pe at : Missiles are  cheap.  I t  is ha rd  for  me to 
bel ieve th a t y ou  c an pr ev en t 50 o r 100 n at ions  eve ntua lly  from g ett ing 
into the missile  business. Th is is the curre ncy of in te rn at io na l pro 
cedures .

I wou ld no t myself move to  he av y cover. I wish  to make th is  very 
clear . Unless yo u ha d an  ag ree me nt wi th  the Sov iets to do th is and 
to cu t ba ck  offense at  the sam e tim e, I wou ld no t pro cee d in th at 
fash ion , how eve r.

I wou ld find  it  a mu ch mo re huma ne , a mu ch more prac tic al  and in 
some  ways a mo re effic ient  syste m,  an d mu ch more co ns ist en t wi th 
U.S. res ponsibi liti es in th e wor ld.

Mr. F in dl ey . Wouldn ’t th is  req uire  th a t West ern  Eur op ea n na 
tion s ha ve  th ei r own AB M defenses?

Mr. K ah n. N o.
Mr. F indl ey . D o you th in k th a t is des irable?
Mr. K ah n. I ha pp en  to th in k th a t in  th e case of W es tern  Eu rope  

tfiey  ha ve  tw o s ep arate p rob lem s. I t  is actua lly  eas ier  to pr ot ec t a ga inst 
close- in miss iles. Th e tec hn ica l pro ble ms  are  s imple. B ut th e pro ble ms  
ag ain st air  are ve ry  ha rd . Th ere are  a lo t of fig hte r bo mbers in the 
Sovie t Un ion an d it  is ve ry  ha rd  to  do a rea sonable  pr ot ec tio n of 
fighte r bomb ers .

Sec ond ly, th e arm s rac e aspects  on miss ile defense are muc h less in 
Eu rope , so th a t is a plu s on th ei r side.  B ut th e st ra tegi c im pl ica tio n 
is also mu ch  less.  I t  doesn ’t do as mu ch  good.
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It  would seem to me if the Europeans want  to spend money on missile defense, I would not  object to it, and if they wanted technological help from us, I would not object to that. But I would not 
see any reason why we should help finance it. If we do not  help finance it, they will no t build it, so the issue would set tle itself.

Mr. F indley. Thank you.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Fulton.
Mr. F ulton. Actually, there is a person who starves to death every 9 seconds. To hear this sort of ta lk of aiming weapons at each other scares me. It  sounds very unrealistic to me, and it sounds like a world divided into armed camps.
I have always been for a strong U.S. defense, and I have been in 

the service. But  there is a different philosophic context tha t maybe we are missing; tha t is, that  we should be for an open world, and tha t we should be the useful nation and the helpful nation.
In my opinion, then, they  would find you so useful th at they would never destroy you. If I were a Russian and heard what you people are saying here today, I don’t know; I think  I might go back and boost the budget.
The problem is th is repetit ive salient of history. I have a very good friend, a book reviewer on the Illus trated London News, who has writ ten a review of a book on World War I, 1900 to 1914, by Mr. Charles Petrie, a famous British writer. He has delineated all this from the building of the armam ents and the fact tha t it got down to two competing powers Germany and Britain, and the failure of alliances, to the assassinations period, then to the massacre period of the Armenians on the stree ts of Constantinople.
We are right back into it all over again. The world’s problems multiply . Going through a series of events, for example, the Russians in the North Sea at tacked the fishing vessels and mowed them down. We are getting that same thing all over again. The question is this: If we build this tremendous power structure, it seems possible to me it  would all be buil t on sand. Can it be mainta ined in this kind of a world?
In my kind of world, it  can’t. For example, I would like more emphasis on the development of the peaceful uses of NATO. In the Space Committee, I wan t space for peaceful uses. Yet, if we take this other  posture, we gradual ly come to this terror business, an equivalent of aiming a revolver at your neighbor’s head every night, and then going to bed.
I come to a certain  place where i t doesn’t fit for me. How do you fit this in with our foreign aid, where we in America are so generous to developing nations, and with the freedom of the  seas, the freedom of the air, the exchange of people, and  cultura l exchange, when all of a sudden behind us we have this thing looming behind every city, behind every house, and over the head of every family? That is not  a sympathetic approach;  it  is practical.
Do you think this pyramid you people are talking about  can be sustained?
Mr. Kahn. It  seems to me there are a t least two levels of argumentation. If there was no technology, no technological changes, rapidly , and so on, I would argue that 95 percent or 90 percent, or 80, of the normal causes of war have disappeared in the world.
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Mr. Fulton. Ninety-five percent of the normal cases of war?
Mr. Kahn. Yes.
Mr. Fulton. How about the abnormal ones?
Mr. Kahn. The abnormal ones are peculiar. You used to covet 

your neighbor’s territory. You couldn’t give Algeria back to Franc e 
today. We would not  accept Venezuela as a colony. There are no 
strategic  points. There are no economic or vital interests  the United 
States has.

So the usual cause of war, which was to grab territo ry, to grab  man
power or grab materials , has really disappeared. To me, it is a very 
important observation indeed that we no longer covet our neighbor’s 
wealth.

What  are the causes of war tha t are left? Well, there are a number. I t 
is always a mistake to underestimate the integrity  and honesty of your 
opponent if he happens to have integ rity and honesty.

As I understand  the Presidium, they believe they can make this 
world into a garden spot, eliminate disease, supersitition, pover ty, 
hardships of all kinds. It  happens tha t someone is standing  in the  way, 
the United States  of America.

Mr. F ulton. To me tha t is to the good.
Mr. Kahn. I happen to believe they will not eliminate these th ings. 

I think if they had their way, you would have a state  you would find 
most unpleasant. I suspect you do not believe th at if they had  their 
way they would, in fact, achieve this happy  state . That is the ir belief.

When a man believes he can do tha t, he is under some compulsion 
to achieve those objectives. If  you think  you can create wha t they say 
they can, you are under compulsion to achieve those objectives.

I have asked many  Russians. They have asked me, ‘Why do you 
have NATO? Do you think we are ready to launch an a ttac k at you?” 
I have said, “No, I do not believe you are.” But I will ask, “If there 
was a Communist uprising in any count ry and it was absolutely 
essential that you intervene, would you intervene?” They  will say, 
“Yes, of course.” I said, “That is the  reason for NATO.”

He didn’t ask the size of the uprising, whether it was 10 people or 
10 million. They feel they would have an obligation to supp ort the 
uprising.

Mr. F ulton. B ut the Russians historically, as a people, have been 
concerned to defend their homeland, mother Russia. When we 
threa ten it with these missiles t ha t will wipe out  all their cities, they, 
in the name of defense, move out to protec t it.

To me, one of the causes of war you are missing is the righ t of access. 
You see, my open world gives everybody the right of access. I t doesn’t 
shut them out.

Mr. Kahn. I would be delighted to see passports abolished, tariffs 
struck to zero, people allowed to move around, but I don’t think my 
Soviet friends would be.

Mr. Fulton. That is where I  disagree with them.
Mr. Kahn. They have problems in the Soviet Union. If they 

adopted a democratic form of government, they would fall apar t. 
They would have nationalities tha t wish to go their own way and 
they can’t. I know of very few Russians who feel they can have a 
parliamentary system there.
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Mr. F ulton. What has tha t got to do with all this tremendous 
armament, with aiming guns at each other’s heads and missiles? 
Th at is their system for economic development.

Then on top of it all you get us with our system and with this 
tremendous armament, and they, on a different system, aiming the 
armaments at each other. It  doesn’t make sense.

Mr. Kahn. The armaments are going down. We used to spend 
$15 billion a year on strategic  warfare in the fifties, and now it is 
$8 billion. It  may go to $10 billion on the missile system. So other 
things cost money in this country, things like the pay, and the general 
forces, which I would think could be reorganized in all kinds of ways, 
very frankly.

I happen to believe tha t the armaments burden would be a de
creasing burden in this count ry in the future. It  has been in the last 
10 years. It  has gone down, despite the war. In the midfifties, we 
spent 14 percent of our gross product and now we spend 9 percent.

Mr. Fulton. Tha t isn’t the burden. The military  economic burden 
is less, bu t the terror is more.

Mr. Kahn. I would disagree with that , too, to be frank. I think 
Tom had a remarkably apt  phrase. The purpose of these weapons is 
to encourage prudence. These are prudence-producing systems, and 
they work remarkably well in tha t respect. I happen to think  tha t 
they don’t work perfectly, and I prefer replacing them with non- 
terror  weapons, wi th defense.

Mr. F ulton. I flew in especially to get here, because I wanted to 
hear this. If my neighbor has one revolver and I find i t out, I think 
that I had bett er watch out for myself, so I  get a revolver. But  if I 
then find he has a cache of 10 weapons hidden behind the woodshed, 
does th at  encourage more prudence in me, or more fear?

Mr. Kahn. Can I tell an anecdote?
Mr. F ulton. If you want to avoid it.
Mr. K ahn. No, directly. I had a friend of mine who was an embezzler 

and 10 years ago 1 had  a conversation with him. He made his living 
as an embezzler. He had been in jail  twice. I met him again 10 years 
ago and he was under indic tment for the third  time.

I asked him, “Why do you do it? You are a two-time loser. You 
clearly don’t know how to get away with it. Forget  about morality 
for the second. It  ju st doesn’t seem to make sense.”

He said, “I  can’t help it. People trus t me.” He doesn’t have sufficient 
strength of characte r to withstand the kind of trust people have in 
him. He is a tremendously  outgoing guy. To meet him is to trust him. 
He doesn’t have enough character.

Mr. Zablocki. My colleague, I am sure, is bringing out questions 
for the sake of getting  your  views. He certa inly knows tha t the ins tant  
case you chose to mention should be remembered.

I don’t think we should foreclose Dr. Schelling from commenting 
on your question.

Mr. F ulton. I didn’t know he wanted to get into this same mire.
Mr. Zablocki. You said that .
Dr. Schelling. I think we are in the mire. We have these weapons. 

There they  are. Unlike Herman’s embezzler friend, we are not trusted 
by the Russians; they are n ot trusted by us.
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I think  what  we are discussing here, and it sounds either warlike 
or merely coolheaded according to whether  we are talking with the 
Russians or merely against the Russians, I think we are talking abou t 
the question, if our neighbor has weapons because he doesn’t tru st 
us, and we th ink that  he could be equally secure against us if he had  a 
somewhat different kind  of weapon, we will talk with him about it.

We might want to argue, “Don’t have a single-shot 12-gage shot
gun. Get yourself a .22 rifle, because if you shoot me with a .22 rifle, 
I can probably get off a few shots in retu rn before I die. You know it. 
You won’t shoot me. So I  don’t have to try  to shoot you with my .22 
rifle.”

But  if each of us has a 12-gage shotgun in range of each other, there 
is one sure way to be safe if you tru st your aim, and tha t is to blow the 
other man’s head off and do it  in “self-defense.”

Mr. Fulton. That scares me.
Dr. Schelling. Th at scares me, and tha t is what I am proposing 

to the Russians. Le t’s get rid of these shotguns. Let ’s get .22 rifles. 
We can still kill ourselves with .22 rifles, but  we are less likely to. Le t’s 
see if we can design weapons th at don’t provide such an advantage in 
a crisis, in jumping the gun and going first.

Let ’s design weapons which, even in the  case of what looks like war, 
allow you to sit still and make sure. Le t’s design weapons so tha t you 
don’t need to have them go off automatically or by subordinate de
cision in case communications are cut off.

It  matters, perhaps, less what  the total ammunition supply is th an 
what the motiva tion is for launching, or mistakenly thinking tha t the 
war is on and sta rting  one.

Winston Churchill sounds awfully warlike if you read his World 
War II  memoirs. He didn’t like Germans. But  his earlier book about 
World War I has an interesting passage. The Germans were building 
dreadnaughts and the British were building dreadnaughts. Every 
time the Germans increased the armor-piercing capability of their  
shells, the British increased the thickness and strength of the armor on 
the ships. Ev ery time the Germans launched a ship, the British tried 
to launch one and a half.

Finally, Winston Churchill, when he read the newly announced 
naval construction program of the Germans in 1912, said “Why don’t 
we tell them this makes no sense? They know if they build two more 
dreadnaughts  than  expected, we will build two or three or four more 
than  we planned, to oppose them. Le t’s propose they do not build a 
few.”

Well, they did send a  member of the Cabinet to Berlin and proposed 
tha t, even without admi tting  they had cut their program, they could 
stret ch it out over time, build one per year instead of one and a half 
per year, and then the British could simply stick with their plan, 
which was to match the Germans at something like a 1.5 ratio.

“You will save us money. You will save yourselves money. We will 
stop aggravating each othe r wi th an arms race and we will both  look 
less menacing to the Belgians and everybody else.”

The Germans were not interested. Now, my hunch is, 50 years  
later, when Secretary McNamara, or I hope Secretary Laird, pro
poses, let’s talk to the Russians, not jus t about quanti ties and money,
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but ab ou t the kind  of weapons th a t would  ma ke us uneasy and the 
kind  of weapons  t ha t would  m ake  th em  unea sy,  we m ay  ge t a  response.

L et’s see w he the r S pr in t miss iles to defen d Minu teman  look d iffere nt 
to them  from Sp rin t missiles  to defen d New York. L et’s ask  them  
whe ther  they  th ink defending Wash ing ton , D.C. , is even  in thei r 
in te re st  as well as ours , because one  th ing they  do n’t wan t ever to 
ha pp en  is to ha ve  civi lian  au th or ity  in the Un ite d St ates  dis appear.

So we are  in a pos ition now, I th ink,  to ta lk  wi th the m.  I t  may  
no t come to dir ec t talks.  B ut the U.S . Go ve rnme nt  can  try  to spe ak 
int ell ige ntl y an d openly,  perha ps,  to  people like  yoursel f, in such a 
wa y th a t the Sovie t Go vernme nt can he ar  and un de rst an d and jud ge  
wh eth er  we are  serious, and  r ea ct  accord ing ly.

If  it  does come to dir ect negoti ati ons, then  I  w ould  sa y the p ros pec ts 
now are  be tter  th an  they  were  in Be rlin in 1912.

Mr. Zabl ock i. Mr . Bingha m.
Mr. B ingham . Tha nk  you  for  allowing me the op po rtu ni ty  to ask 

a quest ion  sinc e I am no t a me mb er of the sub com mittee.
I mus t say I ha ve  fou nd th is one  of the mo st fas cin ating  mornings  

of my  congres sional care er. At the sam e time, I feel a lit tle  bit  as 
Mr. Fu lto n does, th a t the w hole  thing  c an  be,  i n one wa y, summ arized  
by  t he  acron ym  fo r “M utua lly  A ssu red  D es tru ct ion. ” I t  seems a l itt le  
ma d.

Fi rst , I wou ld like to ask  one  specif ic questio n and th en  a lit tle  
mo re involved que stio n.

Why  is not  th e P ola ris  sys tem , as i t m igh t be  dev elop ed, an ad eq ua te  
response  to a fir st- str ike  effort? W hy  is it  no t an ad eq ua te  de terre nt? 
Why do we need prote cti on  of th e Minu tem an?

Mr. K ah n. In  studie s of th e Po lar is system,  if you tr y  to  destroy  
som eth ing  like  th e Polari s syste m in 15 minutes , it  is ve ry  difficult 
and prob ab ly  impossib le unle ss we ma ke a mi sta ke . You  can ma ke 
mis takes.  You  can,  for exam ple, le t them  put a mine on every  tim e 
it  en ter s yo ur  harbo r, which is tim ed. In  othe r words, in an y sys tem  
you can  ge t a lit tle  careless and be  destroyed.  So le t’s assu me th at  
doesn ’t happen .

If  you  w an t to destr oy  i t ove r 3 m on ths , you wou ld have  a ve ry dif
ferent  kind  of job.  Well, le t us assum e the co un try  is absolute ly nak ed 
and they  s ta rt  h un tin g dow n Po lar is sub marines.

Mr. B ingham . By “n ak ed ” yo u me an no balli sti c defense?
Mr . K ah n. That  is  r igh t. W hat  i s your  reta lia tio n?  Well, there  are 

sev era l thi ngs you could do. Yo u migh t throw some miss iles at  the ir 
co un try  and say “Stop  it .” Or  they  will thr ow  miss iles ba ck  and the  
whole th ing looks k ind  of mad  an d I do ub t th at people like  th at  pa r
tic ula r idea .

You cou ld th reaten  the m,  by tra di ng  wea pons sys tem s. We have  a 
big  thi ng  ba ck  h ere  any way, M inutem an , whi ch is also imp ress ive. So 
you cou ld say , “E ven if you suc ceed in your  cam paign, you will have 
done no th ing.” That  is  the bi za rre  case.

Any single wea pons syste m is likely  to have  ch arac ter ist ic weak
nesses . In  th e case of t he  Pola ris , the sys tem  is well eno ugh  designed so 
th at weaknesses  are  n ot  o bvious to any body, and are  v ery persuasive.  
If  th is were a classified discussion,  I  could go th roug h so me of th e thing s 
on the Po lar is and say  y ou  ca nn ot  r ule  these things ou t, bu t the y are 
no t ve ry  p ersu asiv e.
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Then I could po int out something with you, tha t I haven’t studied 
Polaris very hard  because I have only a modest interest in it. Russia  
has s tudied it much harder than  we have, or might. They might well 
find a system weakness in the system. It  would fix everything k ind of 
simultaneously.

I can give you a number of historic examples of this. For  that  
reason, we have argued in this country very strongly that  we would 
like to have a multiplici ty of methods of assured destruction, so that  
the weakness in one will not be the weakness in the other.

I would like to make a third comment, if I  could. I have n’t agreed 
with your stateme nt of MAD. Mutual assured destruc tion strikes  
me as mad. I agree. I wouldn’t dismantle  it without replacing it. 
Most Americans like world government, and I might like world gov
ernment, too, but  it  seems to me unlikely to see it  in 50 years. I think 
arms are here to stay.

Again, I would like to repeat my original remark of more emphasis 
on defense, less on offense. It  would serve much of the purposes, and 
it wouldn’t have this MAD associated with it. He really shouldn’t 
be angry at ballistic missiles which cannot reach him.

One last comment: To the exten t tha t we have an alliance policy, 
to the extent  we are not attempting to tell the Europeans they don’t 
have to have nuclear weapons because we will protect them, to the 
extent we tell the Japanese, to the exten t we tell the Indians, the 
Polaris system is one of the least reassuring systems in the world. 
It  doesn’t have the capabilities to make those things credible.

Fortu nate ly for us, they don’t seem to worry about  this, so this 
may be a specious argument. You will remember what  I said about 
the Poles and Czechs not wondering about  the French not coming 
to their aid.

Mr. Bingham. Would you like to comment?
Dr. Schelling. I agree with most of what  Herman said except 

tha t I  don’t, as he does, believe in world government. I am afra id tha t 
world government simply means that every civil war is a world war and 
I would rather keep them compartmented.

The most serious arguments  in favor of n ot relying on any single 
retal iatory system exclusively, Herman has already made. The 
Polaris also has the peculiarity tha t it spends most of its  time away 
from your homeland, where you can’t guard it as you might like to. 
My guess is if we had nothing bu t Polaris, we would learn to spend 
enough money on Polaris to make it cost as much as Minutem an and 
Polaris combined.

We would discover we couldn’t afford to service submarines abroad. 
We couldn’t afford to service them in American commercial ports.  
We might have to build special security bases. They would spend 
less time on station. Tha t would be compensated by buying more 
boats.

We would discover tha t they had to be escorted. The risk that  the 
Soviets would trail them when they left por t would be so high that 
we would need protection for them, both  as decoys and as more direc t 
protection. We would be in the escort and decoy business.

We might even then discover that  last  week’s as tronauts had found 
some techniques of green light photography or infrared photography 
which made it possible to track undersea vessels. We might  even
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discov er if the Russians  go t carefu l enough  they  could conv er t wh at  
is now  an  Am eric an lake , name ly,  the At lan tic  Ocean, in to  a sha red  
lake with  subm arine  de tec tin g eq uip men t on the bo tto m, and pre tty 
soon  we w ould be so afraid  of Po lar is th at we would be  e ith er spe nding 
mo re on it  or going  int o the airpla ne  bus ines s in ord er no t to rely 
exc lusively  on a single system.

I also like  the idea th a t two  mili ta ry  serv ices  com pet e for  the job  
of protec tin g us. Th ey  some wh at keep each oth er honest. I wou ld 
guess , for exam ple, th a t we wou ld have  bee n mu ch slower to ge t 
Minutem an , and b oth we a nd  t he  R ussia ns  would ha ve  been in grea ter  
danger wi th  At las  wea pons, if the Nav y ha dn ’t come  up wi th 
Po lar is an d said , “Pola ris  is not sus cep tibl e to sudden de str uc tio n in 
a surpr ise  at ta ck ; the refore , it  is bo th  a sup erior re ta lia to ry  sys tem  
and  one t h a t is c onsis ten t with  st ab ili ty , tran qu ili ty  an d a rms con tro l.”

Th e Air  For ce ha d to co nv er t to the M inu teman , ackn owledging 
the philosop hy of the Po lar is sys tem , and havin g th e ne ares t ground - 
bas ed equiv ale nt to it  th a t it  could .

I th in k th a t is he lpfu l. I would  even guess  th a t a crucia l par t of the 
de ter ren ce  is the lack of confidence th a t an at ta ck er  can  have  in the 
vu lnerab ili ty  of your  sys tem . He rm an  me ntioned this. Ba ck  in the 
old day s, some Ran d peop le use d to tell  me th a t even  thou gh  we had 
B -5 2’s and B-4 7’s, carrier- based  ai rc raft and all kin ds  of things 
aro und, lau nchin g a sudden  nucle ar surpri se at ta ck  on the entire  
Am erican  re ta lia to ry  force was perha ps  somewh at less difficult th an  
the Ja pa ne se  at ta ck  on Pe ar l Ha rbor .

Therefore, Pres iden t Eis enhowe r ough t to be  more concerned  with 
the  Russi ans th at  do thei r eng ineerin g calculatio ns,  up da ted from  
1941, in terms  of sop his tication , to at ta ck  our re ta lia to ry  syste m.

I  fe lt som ewhat  rea ssu red  th at if the Sovie t leaders could no t 
opera te slide  rules , di dn ’t ha ve  the tim e to rea d th ick  books, and 
pa rti cu larly  if the re was a t l ea st  one S oviet  m ili ta ry  se rvice th at  could 
find  f au lt wi th the  ca lcu lat ion s of a no the r m ili ta ry  service  t hat w an ted  
to go to wa r with his wea pon s, and if the re ha d bee n at  lea st one or 
two occas ions whe n the gen era ls or the sci entis ts ha d ma de fla t 
predic tions th at tu rned  ou t wrong,  I  thou gh t Mr. Kh rushchev  then, 
and his successors now, wo uld n’t  belie ve anyb od y who said it  looks  
comp licated bu t it is real ly simple. I w an t it  to keep looking com plicated .

I wou ld b e wil ling, to put i t s imp ly, to tu rn  in  ha lf of the M inu tem en 
on a new  airplane sys tem . If  i t tu rned  ou t th a t it  cos t more, but was 
no mo re tru ly  th reate ning  to the Russians , bu t it  ju st  pla in com
pli ca ted  the enginee ring  pro ble m of destroying  in a sud den , surpr ise  
at tack , I would say th at ki nd  of div ers ity  is good, bo th  gen uinely  
good in com plic atin g the at ta ck  problem, the warning  p rob lem , and  
the  sur pri se prob lem, and also psycho logi cally good  in  ma kin g it 
less likely  th at  a Sovie t lea de r will eve r be pe rsu aded by  anybody 
th a t a prud en t thi ng  is to lau nc h a war.

Mr. B ingh am. Mr. Ch airm an , th a t is only one que stio n. M ay  I 
ask  ano the r?

Mr. F ulto n. Your posit ion  seems to be to tr y  to ma ke  it  more 
comp licate d an d, therefore , require  more e ffort  on bo th  sides to p roduce  
mo re wa ste  wi th no economic  good . I  am s urp rised to he ar  an  econom
ics pro fessor say such a thing .

Dr. Schell ing . I would  ra th er  com plic ate  che aply. To give  an 
exam ple, one good reason  for no t locating  all yo ur  wea pons in the
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same place is t ha t they all get warning at the same time. If they  are 
differentially located, then an atta ck that surprises one may give 
inadvertent  warning to the other.

Therefore, you complicate it not necessarily by having more 
weaponry, by complicating your command and control or even by 
raising the expense. I am simply saying that presenting the enemy 
with a diversified, complicated-seeming target system is a worth
while objective.

If it turns out it costs more or compromises your ability to control 
it, then I don’t want  it. Bu t it is not, I believe, the case of having 
Polaris and Minutem an cost more than equivalent destructive capacity 
concentrated in one weapon; and, therefore, diversity has some ad
vantages if it  doesn’t bring these other factors up.

Mr. Fulton. Thank you.
Mr. Zablocki. The second bell has rung.
Mr. Fulton. We have 3 minutes.
Mr. Zablocki. We couldn’t ask the questions remaining. I won

der if the witnesses would agree to be back in 5 minutes and resume 
the hearing.

Dr. Schelling. Yes.
Mr. Zablocki. The committee will take a brief recess.
(A short  recess was taken.)
Mr. Zablocki. The subcommittee will come to order. We will 

resume the hearing.
Mr. Bingham.
Mr. Bingham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Kahn,  I am very impressed with your logic and the way it 

proceeds, bu t I do find on page 5 of your argument for the  BMD 
system, which is a different set of initials than  everybody else’s, you 
sta te wha t seems to me a basic assumption in your entire analysis, 
and that is the sentence, “I find it impossible to believe that  the 
Soviets will not  go ahead and deploy a ballistic missile defense system .”

I am impressed with your analysis of how fast our scientific de
velopments are moving. I f we go ahead and deploy a ba llistic missile 
defense system, it seems to me that  we are absolutely assuring three 
things: that  the Soviets will accelerate their defense system, th at  both 
of us will accelerate the development of the  MIRV, of necessity, and 
that all of this will lead to greater f ragility in the system and greater  
expense.

On the other hand, if we were to hold back now and pursue  the 
R. & D., and try  our b est to get the Soviets not to pursue any further 
deployment of the  BMD system—they have had one bad experience; 
they have deployed one system that  was practical ly useless—maybe 
we could defer this whole escalation to the point where a tota lly new 
method of defense would appear. I am thinking in terms of the possi
bility  of laser defense, as you suggest in your chart.

Wouldn’t tha t kind of deferment of all of these developments be 
worth pursuing for many reasons?

Mr. Kahn. I don’t know what my atti tude would be if you could 
talk  the Soviets out of deploying their system, But this is the only 
flat statement in the report , that I do not believe the Soviets will do 
it.
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I think the Soviets would not say they had a bad experience with 
the launch. Th at is the American way of looking at it. They have 
deployed many air defenses which did not work in our judgment , and 
they seem to be delighted with them and redeployed them, There are 
about four or five different things going on here. The Soviets spend 
like four to one on the defense mission. We tend to spend four to one 
in the offense over the defense.

I think  this reflects many things about the two countries. The 
Soviets are defense minded. They don’t want to be naked. They think 
it is criminal to be naked.

I am going to Moscow in abou t 3 weeks and I will bet you not a 
single Russian man I speak to, who has spent most of his time in 
Russia, will use the arms race argument . It  is ju st the exact opposite. 
Over and over again they say, “Our missiles cannot reach your terri
tory. Why are you worried?”

I think they are right. I think the Russian theory of the war is 
bet ter than  the U.S. theory, so I will not argue with it. In particular, 
the Russians have problems we don’t have. They do face China in a 
way we don’t. They do face West Germany. And they face Japan in 
a way which we don’t.

There is nothing in their system which argues tha t being naked to 
attack is a good thing. This is pure ly an American set of ideas which 
some Russians have picked up, but  most Russians have not.

Khrushchev picked up a piece in his speech in 1961, when he said 
the Americans called this deterrent. He admit ted the ICBM was. So, 
I would simply say tha t they are in the business of defense and they 
procure what  is available. If bet ter things come along later, fine. 
Bu t they do not look with regret on the fact. It  is the same as we don’t 
look with regret upon prepaid fire insurance, when there has been no 
fire. There might have been a fire.

Bu t the system might work, too.
I would also argue th at while lasers do look interesting for the late 

1970’s and early 1980’s, they don’t look very  interesting  for the early 
mid-1970’s, which is wha t we are talking about. And a 5-year period 
is a long period.

I would make another sta teme nt, tha t very likely the laser research 
will be accelerated. In other  words, people take heart when they study 
positions. Most people working in this field earn larger sums of money 
working outside. They are very interested  in working in these fields.

If the stuff is never deployed, they tend to lose enthusiasm. That is 
not  a big argument ei ther way. I jus t mention it  in passing.

Let  me make a final comment. I think it is very important for us 
to stop thinking of systems which will last  out  the end of the century. 
We want to be able to look a t the last screw, bu t we ought to be able 
to think in terms of long terms, being comprehensive. When I do this, 
it is very difficult for me to imagine tha t even the United States 
would be willing to be naked in the world of the  1980’s and maybe not 
even the 1970’s, and i t really  is time for us to sta rt thinking in terms of 
defense emphasis r ath er than offense.

Mr. Bingham. Bu t isn’t there something to be said on the time 
scale; t ha t is, how fast you do these things? We try  to persuade other 
countries to go slowly in increasing the sophistication of their weapons. 
Why shouldn’t we try  that  with these weapons? You haven’t touched 
on the acceleration of the MIRV.
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Mr. Kahn. I think the MIRV decision was made by Secretary 
McNamara. I believe he was so much against the ballistic missile 
defense system, or the ABM, as we used to call it , tha t he overreac ted 
to the Russian system to make sure there would be no argument. 
As a result of an overreaction, we have now programed 7,500 warheads. 
Those are presumably very inaccurate, bu t at some point they will 
get accurate.

Whether it is early or late, tha t is something else. At tha t point,  
there will be a part ial strike capabili ty against the Soviets, unless 
they, themselves, pro tect  thei r missiles with a ballistic missile defense.

I suspect we will not reverse our MIRV program for all kinds of 
reasons, some good, and some bad. I think you are correct that  the 
Soviets will increase MIRV, which they will do anyway.

The arguments  go very high. No doubt there will be some small 
acceleration if we pu t a big system in, bu t not with a thin defense. 
It  is jus t not that good a defense system. We weren’t worried about 
that when we went  to MIRV.

Mr. Bingham. Dr. Schelling?
Dr. Schelling. I will comment on only one par t.
I think I disagree with Herman that  for the rest of this century 

we should try  to rely more on defensive systems than offensive systems. 
My disagreement, I think, is this: While defense systems pu t you 
in a mood of complete self-reliance, of conservatively exaggerating 
enemy strength and being prepared for it, and perhaps in deluding 
yourself if you spend enough and you are smar t enough in yo ur tech
nology, and let the military  have everything they ask for, somehow 
you will be safe; if you rely on offense, it means you learn how to 
live in a world in which, whether  you like it or not, countries have  
great capacity to hu rt each other.

Even if you go through  occasional periods when that is not  so, I 
think you have to learn to live as we do in our neighborhoods. My 
neighbor could kill me. I can kill him. I don’t know why we don’t 
kill each other, bu t I think it is because we got so used to the fac t 
that  punishment , if not swift and sure, was at least likely enough th at  
even if you didn’t like your neighbor you let him live.

I think it would be wise to learn to govern our re lations even with 
adversaries in the expectation that  usually, at least on and off, bu t 
perhaps usually and maybe always, very severe destruc tion can be 
done by either of us to the other. We must learn to govern our motives, 
our unders tandings and our relations, rather  than to rely on our 
hardware.

While I  am inclined sometimes to agree wi th Herman that  we and 
the Russians should erect shields around us and then tell the  Japanese,  
Germans, Swedes, and Indians t ha t they are second rat e in perpetui ty 
because they can’t afford shields, it might  be wiser either to share 
some of their nakedness or at least not withdraw too much behind the 
shields.

For thinking about how to keep war from happening, being a bit  
naked, knowing tha t the Russians are a b it naked, and knowing tha t 
we have to get used to living in this kind of world, may be be tter than 
Herman’s point  of view.

Mr. Bingham. In view of your earlier state men t at the opening, 
tha t each year  we get through  is to the good—I am impressed with
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that—a ren’t you also interested in this ma tter  of the pace at which 
these things move? Doesn’t it distu rb you tha t our deployment of an 
ABM is going to accelerate everyth ing all along th e line?

Dr. Schelling. It  would if I thou ght it was going to. Th at is why 
a month ago I  preferred that  Sentine l not go forward. In  and out of 
Government, it is now at least 7 years that I have been taking every 
opportunity  to propose th at one of the best places to experiment with 
the Soviets in  arms control is abstaining from ballistic missile defenses, 
which in both  countries will be costly, will lead to exaggerated claims 
of effectiveness, and would lead at least to enlarged offensive systems, 
and may aggravate opinion the w ay the civil defense system did a few 
years ago. Th at is why I thou ght  we should do everything  we could 
to indica te to the Russians we would be happy to absta in if they 
would, and that it would be ra the r ha rd to abstain  if they didn’t.

The ques tion is, have I now changed my mind? Pa rt of the  answer is, 
I consider it  now to be clear that  nobody is going to  slip over a $100 
billion program on us just  because he has a $6 billion foot in the door. I 
think it is also clear tha t the argument used by the President to jus tify 
this system does not lend itself to a thicker system. He has to find a 
new argument. In  fact, he has to contradict what  he said la st week.

Therefore, a lot of the domestic escalation in this count ry may be 
more forestalled than  if he had simply said let ’s delay the issue a 
year, let ’s no t face the issue. I think, too, that possibly by protecting 
Minuteman we may have forestalled arguments that Minuteman  is 
becoming obsolete or vulnerable. We may save ourselves more money 
in offense systems over the decade in Minuteman costs. Therefore, I 
feel tha t given the way the problem was posed to the President, given 
the attendan t ideological debate, between those who want to race for 
superiority , and those who thin k that every way goes to escalation, 
I think the Presiden t has found a way to formulate the system so 
tha t it is even more safeguarded against escalation than the Sentinel 
was.

Mr. Bingham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Zablocki. You gen tlemen have been most generous”with your 

time, but  we do have a few more questions.
Mr. Kahn. Could I make a quick comment?
Mr. Zablocki. Certainly.
Mr. Kahn. I agree with Tom ’s analysis and, therefore, tha t we 

have talked about having 100 missiles which could inflict some mil
lions of casualties. In  other words, back to World War II . That struck 
me as a rather larger war and one which people were worried about. 
I think that is important, to have that concern, tha t you don’t want 
to repeat . I think in terms of the French, we don’t need them under 
either system. We ju st don’t need them. We need them for political 
reasons, for moral reasons, for morale reasons, but  n ot for economics, 
not for real estate, not for all of Europe, as far as I  am concerned.

I think  this is true of both  systems. But the system of defense 
emphasis gives you the possibility of coming to their aid. The naked 
does not.

Mr. Bingham. Could you develop t ha t thought a lit tle bit?
Mr. Kahn. If the Russians  have 2,000 missiles, which they may 

have in a couple of years, and we have 2,000 missiles, and the cities 
are absolutely naked, the missiles are invulnerable for one reason or
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another, and your only tacti c tha t you think  of is in terms of w hat  
we call “spasm war.” In  launching a big attack, there is nothing for 
the United States  to launch a big atta ck agains t Russia.

Mr. Bingham. What is the alternat ive?
Mr. Kahn. The defense effort is the alternative. In tha t case, the 

attack is like World War  I I.
Mr. Bingham. Does that  mean including the defense missiles in 

Europe?
Mr. Kahn. No; this means defense of the United States  and the 

defense of the Soviet Union, and it  would cut down the offensive 
missiles.

Mr. Bingham. How is that a defense against France?
Mr. Kahn. I t is not against France.
Mr. Bingham. For  France?
Mr. Kahn. It  is conceivable to people that  the United  State s 

might  incur 2, 3 or 4 million casualties to keep up with its obliga
tions. I believe we would, to be frank. Neither I nor anybody else 
in the world believes that  we would incur 100 million casualties to 
keep our obligations to anybody.

Dr. Schelling. I think the way he formulates the choice puts  a 
lot on his side: we m ust  be prepared deliberately, knowingly and all 
at once, to launch full-scale thermonuc lear warfare with all the am
munition  available, or instead to do the same thing with a defense 
system and reduce the consequences. If that is the choice I agree 
tha t the second system is better.

Bu t it  seems to me there are a lot more options. An obvious one 
is to reduce offensive forces instead, and spend the r est of the century 
trying to reduce offensive forces together with the Soviet Union, 
rath er than merely negate each other the expensive way.

A very serious possibility is to design your weapons and your 
command and control so tha t even in  case war breaks out you don’t 
automatically just unload all your major weapons on any available 
civilian target. Not  using ammunit ion ought to be one of the  options 
that  the President  knows is available. I would jus t as soon spare 
Russians by not shooting at them than by doing my worst and le tting 
them shoot my ammunition down.

The third  and most reasonable way t ha t you threaten  the  Russians, 
as they threaten  us—the way they  kept  us out of Czechoslovakia, for 
example—is not  that  they would launch thermonuclear war as the 
first American jeep crossed the border; bu t in ways that can’t be 
foreseen, through processes not  wholly under control, something  
would happen, escalate and lead to bigger and bigger clashes, and 
some day somebody might fire off some nuclear weapons.

Lacking confidence tha t the Russians were scared stiff because 
they weren’t protected, we didn’t walk into Czechoslovakia last 
summer any more than  we did in Hungary 10 years earlier.

The Russians would be out of their minds to think  they could walk 
into France and not cause some kind of consternation t ha t was fraught 
with danger for them. Therefore, you don’t have to persuade  the 
French tha t you are willing to lose 100 million or 10 million. I think 
the correct word is the word Herman originally used, bu t I think then 
forgot, that we might  “risk” 10 million people, we migh t take  a small 
chance of something tha t could blow up. We might not even know 
to avoid the risk if the Russians marched  into France.
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This does give the Russians pause, and i t gives them pause whether 
or not  they are naked to our atta ck and whether or not  we are naked 
to their  att ack.  This is what I  would like people to get used to thinking 
about, rather  than  hoping for and then relying on a massive defense.

Mr. Kahn. I think it is very  important for us to sta rt thinking in 
terms of absolute complexities, rather  than the sophistications I 
referred to earlier. I don’t like the idea of jus t reducing offensive 
missiles because then your balance  is very delicate. If it gets twice 
as good, you are in trouble, or if someone hides a few’. I w ant to make 
the balance insensitive to violations.

So, I jus t can’t get small forces. I have to have either big forces 
or big defenses in order to get stabil ity. I would be for a big defense «
or a big offense for many reasons, among which sheer accident scares 
me. It  is mad to have to point 12-gage shotguns at each other;
,22’s really are better. So, I really reject Tom’s first alternative.

The second alternative is clearly correct if people are analytical. •
In other words, rather than  go to many billions of dollars to negate 
90 percent of the  Soviet missiles, just  shoot 10 percent and keep the 
other 90 percent behind you. Actually, people don’t trust themselves 
to shoot 10 percent. They really believe tha t if one side shoots 10 
and the other side shoots 10, that  thing will jump.

I suspect they are wrong, by the way. I suspect Tom is right. I 
repeat, Tom is probably right.

On the other hand, it is good to reassure people ahead of time, 
to let  them know how the system really works, and not be dependent 
on the good sense of th at moment.

On the third one Tom is, I  think, 100 percent r ight. In order to go 
back to my original points, I really have to go into more complicated 
engineering. I have to say yes; tha t no one is going to deliberately 
walk into this lion’s den. The  caution on both  sides is unbelievable.
There are very  far reached threats tha t scare decisionmakers on both 
sides.

So then you get to something a li ttle different. What happens if a 
situat ion arises which wasn’t intended, where you don’t have the 
choice bu t you have to compare processes? The standard  case is up
rising in East Germany. The West Germans intervene w ithout orders.
They don’t want to, bu t it is hard to prevent tha t when the borders 
open up. The whole system is very shaky and either the Eas t Germans 
or West Germans have to be slapped down in a very intolerable way. #Neither side wants to do tha t. The thing sort of keeps moving.

Nobody is willing to take  responsibility for Hungary . This kind of 
thing is tough w’hen people have to stick their necks out. In tha t kind 
of situat ion, it could become incredible pressure against pressure, rthreat against threat, resolve against resolve, will against will. Here, 
again, it  strikes me that  the latent system is very poor for many 
reasons, which I will not take the time for.

I ought to add one small thing to wha t Tom said, Nuclear war is 
not  a complicated subject. It  is a li ttle bit like calculus. If you have 
high school mathemat ics, you can learn calculus in  about a day, or 
maybe two if you are a little  slow.

Mr. Fulton. You can learn calculus in a day?
Mr. Kahn. Yes.
Mr. F ulton. I t took me a year  in college.
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Mr. Kahn. But you bad to learn many problems, to get a high 
level skill. I have taught  people. Th at is n ot a loose remark. I have 
taug ht aviation cadets.

Mr. Fulton. You must remember tha t Congressmen are people 
and people make mistakes ; so, therefore, Congress in a body often 
makes mistakes, too. So, we are on a different level.

Mr. Kahn. People will think calculus is a difficult subject, bu t it is 
not complicated. If you want to become an expert, it is 5 years. But 
jus t to get an understanding of what is going on would take abou t a 
day and a half or 2 days.

A nuclear war would take a day and a half or 2 days.
Mr. F ulton. A to tal nuclear war takes this long?
Mr. Kahn. No. To unders tand most of the imp orta nt issues so 

tha t every time you raise the complexity of the argument a l ittle  bit  
you reverse answers. Tom and I are having a kind of debate and both  
of us know exactly w hat the othe r will say, and we escalate the debates 
and, in effect, the other day knew what I was going to say.

But  you can get to a point where you can’t reverse answers any more. 
In oth er words, your discussion is complex enough and you have  looked 
at enough alternativ es so that  you can keep your position. I am not 
saying you get agreement necessarily, bu t you get sta bili ty in whatever 
your position is.

To have that  kind of thing I would think  takes something more 
than 20 minutes  and something less than  a week, that  understanding  
of position.

Do your agree with that?
We are talking about Congressmen now.
Mr. Fulton. I disagree strongly because I don’t think  anyone 

unders tands these, professor or Congressman. To put  a simplistic 
methodology on it  so tha t it reduces it to factors and permutations 
and combinations really, to me, is missing the point that these are 
people we are dealing with. That is my point.

Mr. Kahn. Bu t we are both ta lking about people. Nobody is assum
ing computers are rational people. I t is very ha rd to be fired from H ud
son but I would assume one way to ge t fired is to say that  people are 
rational.

Mr. F ulton. It  is a benefit to the world tha t the Russian people 
are in it. It  is a benefit to the world tha t the American people are in it. 
We are each a part of the  world. Therefore, it should be a benefit to 
each of us that  we are both in it. We have been talking abou t the 
elimination of each other and why it is so terrible to have the o ther one. 
Couldn’t we ra the r proceed on the obverse of this and say, “Well, if 
you wipe ou t one of our cities by mistake, we might give you a road 
program.” It  is a t least a new idea.

Mr. Kahn. Yes. I don’t th ink e ither Tom or I  have made any com
ments agains t the Russian people, and I suspect both of us would be 
very upset if they were wiped out, to put  i t mildly.

Mr. F ulton. How do you escape this cold logic you are speaking 
of? When I take you o ut of cold logic by such an example, which, of 
course, would be a benefit to the relations of both nations, it gets lost.

Mr. Kahn. No. The Russians happen to be very short  in housing. 
If you told them they would get a housing projec t for every American 
city they could destroy, I don’t know what  would happen. They have 
a tremendous housing shortage in Russia. It  is very serious.

27-0 65— 69------ 11
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Mr. Fulton. You are putting this cold logic of nuclear war and 
overkill for two peoples in such remorseless terms tha t it  actually 
almost drives a person of commonsense to seek some way to escape 
this conclusion.

Mr. Kahn. I th ink it  is unpleasant to face these problems. I think i t 
is more unpleasant to ta lk about them. I don’t particular ly encourage 
discussion in the general public because I think this is the kind of 
thing which you don’t want housewives discussing, to be frank.

It  seems to me Congressmen should discuss it. It  seems to me Gov
ernment officials should discuss it. I t seems to me people who are paid 
for the studies should discuss it. I happen to feel tha t it  is very impor
tant  not to take emotion out of life. Th at is what makes life worth 
living. I really don’t like emotional discussions of issues which give 
rise to mistakes.

I used to make the comment to people who said they didn’t like 
what  they called icy rationality. I would say, “Do you prefer a warm 
human error, a nice emotional mistake?”

The answer is yes; people do.
But  I don’t think it is to be encouraged on issues this important. 

They are ju st too important for warm human errors.
Mr. Fulton. If you take the whole superstructure of nuclear war 

and reduce i t to these simplistic terms of permutations, combinations 
and logic, then aren’t you taking out of it most of the  sum and sub
stance of it, the human people? My belief is you can’t do it  t ha t way 
because then it gets into a stru cture th at is like having the two piers of 
the bridge working against each other, rath er than  with each other. 
You have taken the wrong postulate to begin with.

Mr. Kahn. I certainly agree tha t decisions tha t will be made by 
human beings, political human beings, typically, or organization 
human beings, is centrally important,  to consider these individuals. 
I don’t want to ret reat from the point tha t in a couple of days I could 
teach you all you need to know about nuclear war. What I want to 
teach you is enough to enter the discussion as well as anybody else 
can. Every year we learn more, each year. But  there is a lot known 
about  these things. You may want to be more competent than us, 
and I would be delighted. If you w ant to be more complicated, 1 am 
100 percent with you. Mainly, the discussions are simplistic. But  I 
do n ot think you can ge t away with being much simpler, in the case 
of throwing out what has been brought into the discussion.

More complicated? Yes.
Simpler? I  don’t believe it.
Mr. Fulton. That is all.
Mr. Zablocki. With some reluctance, of course, I leave the  theory 

of hum an behavior discussion and come into some policy issues and 
questions which will have to be, in my opinion, very shortly decided.

We certainly would like to have the benefit of your thinking on 
three questions that  I  believe are very impor tant. The questions and 
perhaps the answers will be more simple than the discussion we have 
had for the last 30 minutes.

From an area of the world where the discussion of the last few 
minutes has been placed—Europe—from there I would like to go to 
the Fa r Eas t and Southeast Asia.

Mr. Kahn and Dr. Schelling, I  would like to have you comment on 
this question: Okinawa is an issue tha t is emotional and yet important
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for our na tio na l se cu rit y int ere sts , the rev ers ion  of Okinawa to Ja pa n.  
As individuals  who are  fa mi liar w ith  t ha t are a of t he  world, would  yo u 
give us your  views on th e str ate gic consider ations involved?

Mr . K ahn. I th in k there are  m ost i m po rtan t str ateg ic  and political  
considera tion s. I would  guess  th a t you  cou ld rep lace everything  
Okinawa does for you by  a n inve stm en t of some billions of d olla rs int o 
Cl ark Fie ld, th e Phi lippines,  and some othe r sys tem s, deploy men t 
systems.

I th ink Congress wo uld  b e very un fri endly  to th at , if i t wou ld take  
$5 billion to rep lace Oki naw a. If  you did  th at , there are  people who 
wou ld be ang ry.

Secondly, you  do n’t  wan t to be th a t de pe nd en t on the Ph ilipp ine s 
for var ious reasons. Clark  Fie ld is in itse lf shaky. You  could also do 
things in  K orea  which  wo uld help re pla ce it, but aga in w ould  be  expe n
sive and has  othe r dis advanta ges.

I made a rec om me ndati on  in 1965 th at we tell  the  Ja pa ne se  th a t 
they  will ge t the islands back in 1975 bu t we keep the base. Th ey  
would have  10 ye ars to pull  the base away from  the  islands , in to  
perma nen cy,  a nd in 1985 th ey ge t t he  bas e back . T hat wo uld ha ve  bee n 
a generou s offer in 1965, had the Japa ne se  acc ept ed.  Th e Am eric ans  
thou gh t it  was  too  generous. I tal ke d to junior  people in the St at e 
Dep ar tm en t and th ey  did  not. Th e Pe ntag on  people were  ag ain st it. 
Th ey  h ad  the visi on of the year  2 ,000. To da y I suspect  you bet te r ge t 
a tim e tab le and I would  sus pec t some thing  like  1975 and 1980. Tell 
the m by  1975 th ey  ge t the isla nds  back, on jur isd ict ion , but we wan t 
the base , and by  1980 they  ge t the  base.

I would insist on keep ing  nuclear w eap ons  on the i slands  for a  n um be r 
of reasons.  Th is is a big  sticky po in t in Ja pa n,  of course, bu t I th in k 
we are en tit led to som e concessions.

Dr . Sch el lin g. I am del igh ted  hearing  him  me ntion  th e la st  
point . I do n’t  th in k we have  an y choice. One  can  argue th a t we are  
bein g bla ckma iled by  the  Ja pa ne se  if we d on ’t a llow revers ion , bu t we 
are  s tru ck  w ith  th e fact  t hat  thi s is now a politi ca l i ssue th at can  b low 
up ev ery thing  we ha ve  wi th Ja pa n,  an d ev ery thing  we are  in te rested  
in in Asia.

We are  in the un ha pp y pos ition th a t we are  insi sting o n wha t looks 
to the wor ld like the usual pe rqu isi tes  and accoute rm ents th a t go 
wi th a mili ta ry  dicta tor sh ip on an island where the na tiv es  wo rk 
for us.

Politi ca lly  I th in k our si tuat ion there is un ten ab le.  Th e two  ma in 
issues  th a t pr esen tly  concern  the Japa ne se  and the Ok ina wa ns are,  
ma y we keep nu cle ar wea pons the re,  and may  we cond uc t di rect  
comb at op erat ion s wi thou t pri or  co nsult ati on  wi th the Japanese?

I th ink in bo th  of these ins tan ces we shou ldn’t allow the  Japa ne se  
Go vernme nt to le t u s keep e ith er  of those ri ghts. I do n’t t hink  we wou ld 
wa nt  an y nucle ar  wea pons on Okinawa. I t  is so im po rta nt , I bel ieve, 
th at  the Ja pa ne se  peop le rem ain  allergic to nucle ar weapo ns th a t 
we shouldn ’t begin  to let  the m ge t used to it  by  say ing , “W ell, tho se 
pa rts  of J ap an  t h a t weren ’t Jap an  when  t he  we apons arr ive d there stil l 
ar en ’t J ap an  and, ther efore, we do n’t ha ve  the m on yo ur  s oil. ”

I believe there are  m an y Japa ne se  w ho wan t nucle ar weapo ns ke pt  
in Okinawa af te r rev ers ion  for the ve ry  simple reason  th a t they  look  
forward to ha vin g a nuclear weapons pro gra m of thei r own  an d thi s
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would be one of the easiest ways of gett ing people to be casual about 
nuclear weapons. I wouldn’t allow them to become casual. It  is hard 
for me to th ink of many uses for nuclear weapons in Asia in which the 
Okinawa base is essential to us. 1 would say it would be terribly 
important for a war with China if it weren’t jus t too close, because 
if the Chinese are wondering wha t to do in retalia tion if we ever 
used nuclear weapons on them, they were afraid to shoot Los Angeles, 
to shoot Tokyo, and for various reasons Okinawa provides them in 
very short range a purely milita ry targe t attacking which, with a 
nuclear weapon, would appall us but would seem to be justified if we 
were flying nuclear missions off the island.

So, 1 doubt whether we w ant nuclear weapons on the island. a
I also don’t think we want the Japanese  Government ever to be able 

to let us go it alone without their being responsible. Primarily, I 
have in mind the defense of Korea.  I don’t think we want to be in a 
position to defend Korea  in ways tha t the Japanese Government can «
disassociate itself from. If they are not willing to take the position 
they support us and partic ipate,  I don’t want us to be in the position 
where, because we can do it without their assent, they withhold 
their assent.

I would ra ther  have prior consultation.  It  takes only 5 minutes for 
the Japanese Government to consult with us and agree, or, alternatively 
to display in 5 minutes they  are not with us and were not  willing to go.

I happen to think tha t the real problem is not going to be either of 
these. I think the real problem is going to be how to take care of an 
island, or some islands, with  abou t three-quarte rs of a million people 
who absolutely depend for their  livelihood on an American presence 
which they despise. They are in precisely the position of a colonialized 
people who dislike the Americans precisely because they are in the 
demeaning position of depending on us, not only for jobs on the bases, 
bu t for raising foodstuffs and being cleaning women, providing con
sumer goods and services to the Americans. They get about  a quar ter 
of their gross national  product by working directly for either the 
American Government or American consumers. They know it. They 
are right now one of the poorest prefectures in all of Japan.  They 
claim they are th ird from the bottom, I think. Without the jobs tha t 
we bring, they would be very measurably poorer than  they are.

Immigra tion is about  the only short-run solution—immigration to 
Japa n, itself, presumably. They look forward to being a touri st 
indus try, but  tha t is not going to replace us. So, I think  the problem 
is going to be tha t they wouldn’t want  us to leave. We will have an 
excuse to stay, conducting a lot of activities that  aren’t relating to 
the geography of Okinawa but  merely rela ted to the ease and comfort eof doing these things in a place t ha t is under complete military rule.

We will stick around. Our relations with the Okinawans for the 
next 10 years will poison our relations with the Japanese, and I  don’t 
see any easy way out. We have to allow’ reversion or at least a fixed 
time schedule for reversion, and I think it is in our intere st to yield on 
those two constitutional points, about  whether  or not  we have gone 
under  the Japanese-American defense treaty rath er than keep special 
nuclear  privileges, bu t I am afraid that what we and maybe the 
Okinawans and Japanese haven’t faced up to is tha t there is still a 
problem on Okinawa of American-Okinawan relations and it is not 
an easy one to solve.
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Mr. Kahn. I suspect the economic problem would solve itself in 
about 5 years. The Japanese today  are investing heavily in South 
Korea and Thai land for the “cheap” labor. Okinawans are Japanese. 
They have the same skills and disciplines. It  takes time. They will 
not invest while we run the place. Japanese labor is ti ght enough now 
so tha t industry will go to the labor.

I can’t imagine any Japanese base that doesn’t have other problems.
I think Tom is absolutely correct; this is a fuse. Any in stan t it  could 

explode, any minute. All kinds of problems could arise. You really 
want to defuse tha t thing. The only way to do it  is to give a timetable 
rapidly. On the two issues, if I felt tha t this would have an impact

* on Japanese nuclear desires, I would agree with Tom 100 percent.  I 
happen to believe tha t the Japanese are already moving very rapid ly 
in the direction of nuclear weapons and I don’t think this  thing  would 
affect them in the slightest.

* But  I think Tom is right, tha t the Japanese politician thinks it 
affects them. So in the Japanese judgment I think Tom is right,  bu t 
not in my judgment of the Japanese. I think it makes things a litt le 
easier for them. I think it important tha t we not encourage this to 
nuclear arm Japan. I would not go out of the  way to discourage it in 
the sense of a required  position.

The reason I want to keep the option is I am really thinking of 
these attacks on studying. Okinawa may be worth a lot in all kinds 
of ways. Nothing is essential. Money will fix a lot of things. Bu t if 
we have to spend a lo t of money because the Japanese  are no t coopera
tive, my guess is Congress will get mad at the Japanese  and the 
American people will get mad at the Japanese.

Dr. Schelling. May I inter rupt?
I would agree tha t there are im portant possibilities of using Okinawa 

for nuclear operations. I don’t believe there is any possibility of 
doing it against the opposition of the Japanese Government . If the 
Japanese Government doesn’t oppose it, then we don’t need the 
constitu tional righ t to do it anyhow. We do it with their assent.

The only question is whether prior to the emergency in which we 
may want to use nuclear war weapons we want to stockpile nuclear 
weapons on Okinawa. The island still remains available to us for any 
operation in which the Japanese Government is to partic ipate . My 
hunch is without their partic ipation we win all the objectives b ut lose 

. Japan in the process of fighting from Okinawa a nuclear war that
they will be unwilling to engage in if they had a say.

Mr. Kahn. 1 am thinking of de terrents.  1 am thinking of nuclear 
systems on Okinawa which the Japanese recognize as being essential, 
which are surgical and, therefore, the Chinese should not use nuclear 
w eapons first.

Mr. Zablocki. Now for a final question.
In your opinion, gentlemen, would the recognition of China be in 

our nat ional interest , and how would such a policy re late to the U.S. 
national security?

Mr. Kahn. If it came as part of a general settlement, sure. But 
you have a problem with Chiang Kai-shek and Taiwan, Formosa.

If you had a two-China solution, for example, in the United States , 
and a two-China solution elsewhere, and so on, I don’t think it helps 
enormously. We are trying to seduce them. We are trying  to give
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them goodies. They are very clear tha t they don’t want to be Russian 
revisionists. So they, themselves, I think, do not want  much inter
course with us. They say ideology and production, but ideology before 
production. I think they are being honest.

The thing they fear more than anything else, some Chinese, is a 
kind of wavering of ideological fervor because of interaction with 
the West. I don’t think we will do many favors with this recognition.

On the other hand, if you can formalize the situation , yes. If it is 
at the cost of “betraying Chiang Kai-shek and Taiwan,” I think we 
may be in the business of betraying several people. We shouldn’t 
get into the hab it. Whether or not you like Taiwan, tha t is a separate 
issue. If the guy is our ward, to the extent tha t each is under our »
influence, to tha t extent you are obligated not to betray.

Mr. Zablocki. Then you d on’t foresee any possibility of lowering the 
tensions between the United  States  and China even by trade agree
ments or o ther contacts and exchanges? *

Mr. Kahn. There are a number of things  we can do, I think, tha t 
will decrease the  tensions. I  think the basic s tructu re of the  si tuation 
is tha t the Chinese are the proudest  people in the world, and the 
poorest. We are rich. They are afraid of revisionism. There is a deadly 
fear which causes revolutions  and so forth. From their point of view7, 
they need this atten tion badly. They  want  it and need it. I don’t 
think anything  w’e do can change the situation.

Mr. Zablocki. Dr. Schelling?
Dr. Schelling. I can’t be much more hopeful. I am not sure there 

would be a more friendly regime in China if the Communists had 
failed. They would be miserably poor. There is a great difficulty in 
pulling the people of the country together. They  would be very resent
ful of us, no mat ter how much aid we tried to give them. They would be 
considering themselves part of the world’s colored while we, by our 
standards, are white.

My main concern in dealing with the Chinese is to keep relations 
from getting a lot worse, and not to think  tha t there is any solution 
to make them get better.

But, on recognition, it seems to me the problem is we can’t find a 
form of recognition tha t the Peking government  will accept.

I would be willing to betray Chiang Kai-shek to the point of saying,
“We no longer recognize you as the government of China.”

I would be willing to betr ay him by saying if there  are two countr ies -
that used to be China, the bigger one sits as a permanent member of 
the Security Council.

I w’ould not betray him to the point of militarily handing his island 
over to Peking. I would not  want  to betray him by withdrawing his 
ammunition supplies in the face of a Chinese attack.

I don’t believe the government of Peking will let itself be recognized 
now as anything but the government of all of China. Therefore, we 
say, “We have no objection to legitimizing you by diplomatic recog
nition, as long as you will renounce the use of force to recover Taiwan, 
which we continue to call one of the Chinas.” I think the answrer is 
they do not go into the U.N. on tha t basis; they do not accept our 
recognition on tha t basis; they will not recognize us in return.

This is simply a subterfuge to get them to guarantee the security 
of what  to them is the usurping regime on Taiwan. Until they are
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prepared to acknowledge a separate Republic of Taiwan, and until 
the government on Taiwan is prepared to cooperate, we are stuck.

I think legally, technically, you can’t recognize somebody unless 
he admits to be recognized, and I don’t th ink they will admit  to being 
recognized on any of the terms that have been proposed, and 
discussed.

Mr. Kahn. I would hate to subject them to the kind of things the 
British have been subjected to in being recognized. It  doesn’t look 
good to be kicked around so much.

Dr. Schelling. If they would come around to letting us have 
what is usually  called a two-China policy, I would be eager to have it.

Mr. Kahn. A two-China without betrayal to Chiang Kai-shek.
Dr. Schelling. You are only betraying his claim to being s till the 

ruler of all China.
Mr. Kahn. The smaller betrayals don’t bother  me. It  is the bigger 

ones th at bother me. We may be faced with some bigger ones.
I shouldn’t be tha t quick. We shouldn’t commit even this quarter 

betrayal with out getting  something for it. I am not  saying tha t 
selfishly, with out at least the world getting something for it. There 
ought to be real progress. It  shouldn’t be a fake.

Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Fraser .
Mr. Fraser. Mr. Chairman, I had some questions bu t I don’t 

think  they  are susceptible of answering in the time we have left.
Mr. Zablocki. Would you like to ask as many as you have in the 

time available, or is i t your  intention to have them submit answers 
and have them made p art  of the  record?

Mr. F raser. Maybe I can indicate the nature of the  questions and 
ask for a brief comment.

One of the things I have been perplexed with is how a conceptual 
framework can be developed wi th respect to the options that  we have 
in our general m ilitary posture.

When I was talking about ABM earlier, I was talking about the 
fact tha t it seemed possible to identify choices and have some kind of 
public debate,  however unsatisfac tory. But  in looking a t the total of 
the military spending now and projected, the question of a manned 
bomber, the question of putt ing nuclear powerplants in more 
units of our fleet, the size of the force or manpower levels, I find it 
terribly difficult to get any kind of conceptual  framework so one can 
begin to identify choices tha t can be talked about in the public 
domain, which would open up the oppor tunity for more intelligent 
decisionmaking.

I pu t that  as a general concern of mine. I don’t know if either of 
you, in a few minutes, can indicate approaches that you think are 
already known or are available so tha t this kind of inte lligent debate 
could t ake  place.

Dr. Schelling. I think what we need is quite a num ber of different 
conceptual frameworks, quite a number  of different problems.

You ment ioned the powerplants in vessels. I t seems to me the only 
relation this has to broad strategic issues and diplomatic politics is 
tha t you may think of contingencies tha t are not usually thought of 
when one compared the economies of nuclear fuel versus oil, the 
problems of fueling at  sea, the extra ships you need to be prepared to 
fuel a t sea.
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If you think of contingencies such as protracted operation in 
hostile waters in wartime, the aftermath of a war when oil is not 
available, and tha t sort, then maybe you come to conclusions in which 
the cost effectiveness evaluation of the two types of powerplants  is 
impinged on by  broader s trategic  questions.

But , on the whole, I think Mr. McNamara in his schoolteacher 
mood was pre tty  correct in proposing tha t if you can get two oil- 
powered boats for the price of one nuclear-powered boat you are 
bet ter  off unless somebody can show the special need for long-term 
survival at sea without tankers and tenders  available.

On the question of military  pay,  I think there are a lo t of quest ions 
of equity, of budge tary practice.

Mr. Fraser. 1 was thinking of force levels, the manpower levels.
Dr. Schelling. Of force levels?
It  seems to me tha t there is no single conceptual framework tha t 

will tell you how many divisions we ought to keep in Korea or on 
Okinawa; no single conceptual framew ork tha t will tell you such things 
as to what  i t will look like to the French, Germans, and Russians, if 
you pull out one-third or alternatively two-thirds  of the troops in 
Europe. These are quite different from issues like the ABM question, 
the things that have preoccupied your committee during these 
hearings.

1 don’t think there is any one single approach. It  is not like Herman 
Kah n’s calculus where once you grasp the fundamentals from then 
on you work in details with a single conceptual framework. When you 
go across the range of things from force levels and where they should 
be s tationed , which takes in costs and turnove r rates, and even force 
levels depend on what  fraction of a man’s time is spent in training— 
when you go from those to the big thermonuclear questions, the 
Chinese question and so forth, you get into so many big, different 
variegated subjects tha t I despair of any single idea, or any single 
one conceptual framework, being adequate.

When people write books and think they have encapsulated it in 
one new s trategy with a grandiose name, 1 think tha t is just in the 
books.

Mr. Kahn. There is no question, I think, that most of the problems 
are simply not tractable to analysis. I make my living by analysis. 
All the interesting ones are tractable.

On the budget, I will leave that to the politicians. They get an an
swer, and they will always get an answer, and you can only admire 
them. I have no advice. Within any budget, 1 will advise on realloca
tions, but  not advise you on the whole budget, by a factor of two or 
five. There are a number of issues which you can focus atten tion on to 
improve performance. Just asking questions does the trick. This can 
be destructive.

If you ask the French, “How do you support Poland and Czecho
slovakia if Hitler attacks?” and they have no plan and can’t work up 
a plan, then Poland and Czechoslovakia collapse before the attack . 
But, generally speaking, I think  you want  to ask those questions.

I bet you if you ask hard  enough people will come up with answers, 
like they suddenly learn they  didn’t wan t to sit there, they wanted to 
attack Germany, and the world would be a lot bette r off. In other
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words, if you had forced the French Army to come up with a defensive 
plan, everything would have been better.

You will remember tha t it took President Lincoln 3 years to find a 
general. At all points in the Civil War the  North was stronger than  the 
South, at all points. Bu t General Lee made it different. Mr. Lincoln 
had General McClellan, who was not very good, and kept trying 
others, and went back to McClellan and finally developed three guys, 
Gran t, Sherman, and Sheridan, and they won the war.

It  is a question of: Is this guy any good? Does he know w hat he 
is doing?

To give you anoth er example, in Korea, when MacA rthur  was 
pushed back, he told the Join t Cliiefs and the Presiden t tha t he had 
to have Chinese intervention or nuclear weapons or bomb across the 
Yalu. He couldn’t fight with one hand behind his back any more. 
Th at was a beaten  army. My guess was if nothing had happened 
they would have been pushed out of Korea. But General Walker got 
killed in a jeep accident. General Ridgeway came there and in 2 weeks 
there was a victorious battle  and in 2 months there was a victorious 
army.

I happen to believe, by  the way, tha t you do a lot bet ter with half 
the effort in a war of t ha t type.

This is the  most difficult thing in the world. Lincoln could tell the 
difference between a good and bad general. McClellan was the best 
general in the Union forces. But we know something much more 
important, that he wasn’t a very good general, which Congress did 
not understand.

I would say that  on a lot of these things you have to tru st the 
President, trus t him as little as possible. But it seems to me you are 
stuck with him. There is a lot more you can do by logic, obvious ly 
than is being done, and a lot more than  can be done by skeptical 
questioning, because people will ignore the issue.

Mr. Fraser. The  other approach tha t can be taken is to say flatly: 
Could $50 billion in defense expenditures give the United State s a 
reasonable level of security?

Mr. Kahn. You can do a lot with $50 billion, a lot with $30 billion, 
and a lot with $100 billion. I have no advice on tha t subject. These 
are questions of probabilities, priorities, estimates, values. They  are 
very difficult questions to even discuss intelligently, much less to 
analyze.

As 1 say, that is a political problem in the most extreme sense of the  
word. I have no idea on that.

Mr. Zablocki. Are there any further questions?
Dr. Schelling and Mr. Kahn,  you have provided a most interes ting 

and informat ive session. We want  to thank you sincerely. We deeply 
appreciate the generous time you have allotted to us. T hank you for 
coming. Thank you for your testimony.

The subcommittee is adjourned until  tomorrow’ morning at 10 a.m.
(Whereupon, at 1:55 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 

at 10 a.m., Wednesday, March 19, 1969.)
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STRATEGY ANI) SCIENCE: TOWARD A NATIONAL 
SECURITY POLICY FOR THE 1970’S

W E D N E SD A Y , M A R C H  19 , 19 69

H ouse of Representatives,
Committee on F oreign Affairs.

Subcommittee on National Security P olicy
and Scientific Developments.

Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met at 10:15 a.m. in room 2255, Rayburn House 

Office Building, Hon. Clement J . Zablocki (chairman of the subcom
mittee) presiding.

Mr. Zablocki. The subcommittee will please come to order.
Today is the fourth in a series of hearings of  the Subcommittee on 

National Secur ity Policy and Scientific Developments on the general 
subject of how space and weapons developments affect ou r alliances 
and security commitments abroad.

The session today is devoted to the consideration of U.S. alliance 
policy and security  commitments as they may be affected by tech
nological advances. To discuss th is important subject, we have with 
us today two distinguished witnesses, Dr. Eugene Rostow and Mr. 
Mason Will rich.

Dr. Rostow served as Under  Secretary of State  for  Poli tical Affairs 
from 1966 to 1969, and c urren tly is the Ster ling  professor of law and 
public affairs at Yale University. He has  had an outs tanding career as 
scholar, teacher, legal specialist, and public official.

Mr. W illri ch is professor o f law and director of the Cente r for the 
Studv of Science. Technology, and Public  Policy a t the  Univers ity of 
Virgin ia, formerly on the staff of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency. He  has written extensively on the problems of the nuclear age.

We are most pleased to have you with us, gentlemen.
Mr. F ulton. May I  join in saying so, too? I t is a real pleasure.
Mr. Zablocki. Dr. Rostow, please begin.

STATEMENT OF DR. EUGENE V. ROSTOW, STERLING PROFESSOR OF 

LAW  AND PUBLIC AFF AIR S, YALE UNIVE RSITY

Dr. Rostow. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to s tar t with an apology. The text of the  prepared statement 

tha t I gave to your staff yesterday omitted a page. Such things, of 
course, never happened while I was in the Sta te Department. I  will try  
to correct the error .

Mr. Zablocki. I  understand, however. Doctor, th at th e page  will not 
even be missed. The thought flows, despite the missing page.

(163)
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Mr. Rostow. I apprec iate what you say. But there was a certain 
^concern, nonetheless, as I read over the text.

Mr. Zablocki. That is only a compliment to your ability.
Dr. Rostow. The theme o f these hearings, Mr. Chai rman, is the pres

sure of technological change on our foreign policy. It  is a fundamental 
theme, and one which deserves the careful and continuing attention of 
Congress and of public opinion.

The principal observations on the subject I can offer you, afte r 
more than  2 years in the  St ate  Department, is th at technology is mak
ing the world smaller and more nightmar ish with every passing day, 
and that  the continuing risks of general war require us, more urgently 
than ever, to  intensi fy our efforts to achieve a system of peace that  
could meet the standa rds of the United Nations Charter.

All the pressures of scientific progress are not threatening. While 
we meet today, for example, a conference on the future of Inte lsta t 
is taking place in Washing ton. The Soviet Union and other Com
munist nations are represented at tha t conference by observers. We 
can hope tha t in thi s im portant area the attractio ns of a grea t scientific 
advance will lead to the development of Inte lsta t as a universal body, 
engaged in the diffusion o f knowledge, and committed to the improve
ment of understand ing among the peoples of the world.

But before I  comment on some of the  implications of scientific and 
technological change for our foreign policy, I  should like to propose 
a few preliminary thoughts on the shape and the fu ture  of our foreign 
policy, in the context of the debate on the subject which has absorbed 
the Nation for several years.

I believe it is not too much to say that the central battle in the 
struggle for peace is taking place in the American mind. In my  view, 
the possibility of general peace for the next century turns on the out
come of tha t battle. And I should add today, 50 years afte r we re
pudiated President Wilson and the League of Nations, tha t the 
outcome is still in doubt. There is a considerable risk that  we will tr y 
once again the blind and suicidal course of isolationism, which led to 
two tra gic and unnecessary wars in this century, and the catas trophes 
which flowed from them.

For  more than  a century  before 1914, we lived in a world of illusion 
so fa r as foreign policy is concerned. Our safety as a nation was pro 
tected by the Brit ish fleet. But we were largely unaware of th at fact, 
and thought our security was a gif t of nature , and of our virtue. 
Our  self-deception about the problem of peace has had a decisive 
influence on our national outlook, and it has a far-reaching influence 
still. In large part,  ou r debate about the country’s role in world affairs 
is a struggle between the  tenacious myth of our 19th century isolation
ism and the facts of life in the late 20th century.

The old system of order  in the world, conducted by the nations of 
Europe,  began to crumble in the years before 1914. It  was irrevocably 
gone bv 1945. Eve r since the time of President  Theodore Roosevelt. 
America has been uneasily aware of change in the  framework of world 
politics.

We have debated these issues at intervals  since 1918. One intense 
round concerned our membership in the League of Nations, and it 
influenced the election of  1920. Another turned on the thr eat  of H itle r 
and his alliances to our security, 30 years ago. A third was addressed
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to Pr es iden t Tru m an ’s pol icies in Eu ro pe  and Asia.  La st  ye ar  w it 
nessed an intensiv e and tu rb ul en t sta ge  of  th is  deb ate , dir ec ted  to 
Vietn am , alt ho ug h its  rea l sub jec t m at te r was mu ch broa de r th an  
Vie tnam.  Tha t sta ge  of  t he  deb ate  reache d its  c lim ax  in the release of  
a nati on al  elect ion.

W ith  th e elec tion  b eh ind  us, it sho uld  be possibl e aga in  f or  men an d 
women of di ffe rin g view s to examin e these difficult pro blems  di sp as 
sionat ely , and in an  atm osphere  of mutua l respec t. I t  is of  gr ea t im 
po rta nce t hat we d o so in eve ry home  and fo rum o f the  N ation , fo r we 
sha ll face  ha rd  choices in forei gn  policy in th e mo nth s an d years  
ahead.  Manife stly, it  is vi ta l th at  t he  Na tio n's  fo rei gn  pol icy  have  its  
source in an in form ed  publi c op inion, an d th a t it  be understood, and 
supp orted , by th e la rg es t poss ible  m ajor ity  of  th e Am eri can  people.

Aga inst th is  back grou nd  of  hi sto ry , it  is di scou ragin g to see th e 
ter ms  in whi ch the issues are  oft en  deba ted  s til l in  t he  Un ite d State s. 
Th ere  is  wide  d ivision am ong th e co mm entators  about t he  m ajor  p rem
ise of  ou r pol icy.  In  th is  rea lm,  as in every  at te m pt  to  ap ply reason  
to experience , the choice of  a major  pre mise is cr iti ca l, pe rhap s even 
decisive.

Some con tend th at we do no t need a forei gn  pol icy , and sho uld  no t 
pa rt ic ip at e in wo rld  po lit ics , bu t should devote all ou r ene rgies to  t he  
st ru gg le  for socia l impro veme nt at home. These  men do not expla in 
how we could avo id be ing  engulf ed  in the  troub les  o f the  wo rld , as we 
were in 1917 and 1941, sho uld  d iso rder  sp re ad ; no r do  th ey te ll us who , 
in the  modern  w orld, cou ld tak e over  th e res ponsibi liti es whi ch Bri ta in  
and Fr an ce  pe rfo rm ed  in the  las t ce ntu ry  if  we ref use to do so;  nor, 
equ ally , do the y indica te  how ou r na tio na l in ter es t in world  o rd er  can 
be prote cte d if  we re trea t to the  forei gn  policy  o f Pr es iden t H ar di ng .

Ot he rs agree th a t a re tu rn  to th e pol icy  of  iso lati onism  would  be 
dangero us to na tio na l securi ty. Bu t they  do no t agree wh at the  ma in 
aim  of  our pol icy should be. One grou p of nonisola tionis ts, fin ding  it  
difficult to  become en thu sia sti c ove r the  idea  of  the  balanc e of  power, 
would have u s e ng aged  in the  w orld not  t o s up po rt  a g ene ral  system of 
order, bu t only to  u ph ol d governm ents the y cou ld chara cte rize as pr o
gres sive , de mo cra tic , an d for wa rdloo kin g.

Th e othe r school eschews any  su ch aim  as im peria lis tic . Ou r fo re ign 
policy, the y say , s hould  not  seek to rem ake  th e world  in the Am eri can 
image, but only to protec t ou r basic na tio na l inte res ts.

Mem bers  o f both these schools  a re un ite d at the moment in as serting  
th at  we are  overc om mi tted, and th at  we m ust  re trea t. Th e fir st school 
mis take s the cause fo r the  consequence of Am erican  inv olv ement  in 
world  politic s. O f course , ou r influence is on th e s ide o f pr ogress, democ
racy, and social  ac tion wherever  i t can  be f elt . Bu t we a re not e ngaged 
in world  aff air s to he lp governm ents we ha pp en  to app rov e, bu t to 
fu rthe r ou r own na tio na l int ere sts  in es tab lishin g and co nsoli da tin g a 
system of peace.

As fo r the second schoo l, the second grou p of  c rit ics  of  o ur  fo re ign 
policy, they  stre ss, an d the y stress  heavily , th at th e Uni ted St ates  in 
th ei r view is  overc om mi tted a nd  mu st re tre at . T he ir  ljooks and  speeches 
are  fuzzy,  how eve r, abou t how fa r we should re trea t to avoid  be ing 
ov erco mmi tte d; n or  do  they  offer u s a  cle ar cr ite rio n fo r d ec idi ng  w ha t 
com mitments  are excessive.

They a ll agree th a t we have a v ita l na tio na l in ter es t in t he  conti nued  
independence  an d po lit ica l in tegr ity  of  W ester n Eu rope . But  ma ny
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are dubious, even about sustain ing our concerns for  the future of the 
Middle East and the Mediterranean Basin, on the flank of Europe. 
And some would have us bring  the troops back from Europe, the  Medi
terranean, and the F ar  East.

They take these positions withou t explain ing how nuclear deterrence 
could be credible under such circumstances, and how we could preserve 
and protect  nonnuclear opt ions for dealing with situations of strain in 
the absence of a continued American presence in areas now guaranteed 
by American commitments.

In this form, i t is difficult to distinguish thei r views from true, old- 
fashioned isolationism.

In  a short book based on my experiences in government—“Law, 
Power and the Pur suit  of Peace,” University of Nebraska Press and 
Harpe r & Row, 1968—I have recent ly suggested that the major prem
ise of our foreign policy is and should remain our nationa l security 
interes t in the development of a relat ively stable system of power and 
order in the world—a new f ramework for world politics which could 
replace the system which disappeared in ruins in 1945.

Such an equilibrium, resting on the ideas of the Charter of the United 
Nations, should assure our own capacity to live as a free people in a 
world of wide horizons—a world of reasonable flexibility, hospitable 
to progress, but protected by the discipline of peace. This  formulation 
follows closely tha t put  forw ard bv Senator Fulbr igh t and other re
spected students  of our national policy.

I don 't always agree w ith Senator Ful bright  about the conclusions 
to be drawn by applying this  proposition to complex situations of 
internationa l conflict. But. I  can and do accept his statement  of our 
nationa l security interes t in world affairs as a rational and realistic 
definition of our goal—a nonideological, nonimperial ist, and perfect ly 
manageable target  for our political and milit ary activities in a con
tractin g world. I suggest that a test of this kind, and not any o f the 
alternatives I have just discussed, should be the criterion for judg
ing the success or failure  of our foreign policy.

Many who accept th is premise as a valid definition of our nat ional 
interest and our national purpose would add tha t times have changed 
since the late 1940’s when Pre sident Truman first laid  down the broad 
lines of the foreign policy we have pursued ever since. The circum
stances of world politics have, indeed, changed durin g the last 20 years.

But the critics of our foreign policy rarely  poin t out in what respect 
those changes require a change in the policies and postulates which 
have developed since the late 1940’s.

The Communist movements of the world are no longer as t ight ly 
controlled as they were. But the pressure of Communist ambition is 
still felt in the Middle Eas t, Southeast Asia, and other parts  of the 
world. Last year witnessed the invasion of Czechoslovakia, an event 
which closelv paralle ls earlier contests over East Germany, Czecho
slovakia, and Hungary . The steady increases in Soviet air, naval, and 
nuclear power; the development of the Chinese nuclear arsenal; and 
the emergence of Soviet and Chinese rivalry  for leadership in world 
Communist movements—these trends hardly make the pressures easier 
for  us and our allies to manage or contain. Of course the decentraliza 
tion of Communist power offers our diplomacy certain opportuni ties, 
but  it by no means guarantees the ir success.



107

I conclude, therefore, th at if we are to safeguard our nationa l inte r
est in the achievement of general peace, we shall have to persis t in very 
much the policy we have followed since 1947: that  no radica l with
drawals are possible, and no simple path s to security without tears. 
We can and should seek every opportuni ty to persuade China and the 
Soviet Union to accept the  basic rule of live-and-let-live, of what they 
call detente and peaceful coexistence. But it  is wishful th inking to p re
tend tha t they have already done so, and tha t the cold war has vanished.

Now le t me tu rn to some of the implications of these changes for 
the structure of our alliances. Th at is the subject on which I  was asked 
particularly to comment today.

I will start, with  a recent statement bv President  Johnson which I 
believe would be accepted also bv President Nixon and by many of 
those who nominally disagree with the foreign policy the Government 
has been pursuing.

The maintenance of peace—
President Johnson wrote—

requ ires  the continued kn itt ing toge ther  of the  three gre at power centers  of the 
free  wor ld : Western  Europe, Jap an, and the United State s. Here are  the  res er
voirs  of strength and skill on which our hopes for  ord er and  prosper ity depend. 
If  these three work together to deter aggression and to p romote peaceful advance, 
T believe that  sooner or la te r China and the  Soviet Union will decide to accept 
our  patient offers of peaceful  cooperation. Bu t if we fai l to weld our presen t 
cooperation into a tru e coalit ion, the  fu ture  will become dangerously uncerta in.

The development of Soviet and American nuclear weapons during  
the last decade make i t impossible to conceive of a radical weakening 
or loosening in the struc ture of our relationships with Europe and 
with Jap an,  and this conclusion is reinforced by the implications of 
the nonprolifera tion t reaty .

On the side of the peaceful uses of advanced science, the pressure 
of cost is also a notable pressure in the same direction, tha t of con
solidat ing rather than loosening alliance relationships.

During the course of my recent tour  of duty in the State Depar t
ment, a colleague and I had a conversation with a finance minister of 
an allied nation who suggested tha t what the -world needs most is a 
trade union of finance ministers  to  suppress the ministers of science, 
tha t scientists, in short, were becoming intolerably expensive. There is a 
great deal of wisdom in our fr iend ’s remark. One can feel this  pressure 
of costs in the s tructu re of our alliance relations, in our relations with 
other countries, and indeed in the possibility of arms limitation agree
ments with the Soviet Union.

In space, in nuclear  science, and in many other branches of ad
vanced technology, we can see that despite  national ambition and pr ide, 
and the strong desire for national and for regional science, there  is a 
growing interest in cooperation with the United States for reasons of 
economy, first in the free world and then late r on perhaps even be
tween ourselves and the Soviet Union and other countr ies under Com
munist rule.

We cannot exclude the possibility that the pressure of cost will, in 
itself, provide an opportunity for consolidating both our alliance re
lations and ultimately finding a basis for  cooperation with the Com
munist countries in this  area.
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So fa r as our all ian ce re la tio ns  a re concern ed, ou r common intere sts , in  economics and  finance,  t re nd  in the same di re ct io n; th at  is, we and ou r alli es sha re comm on in terests  in trad e and mo ne tar y sta bi lity, and in educa tion and the develop me nt of techno logy. Th ey  a ll po int i n t hi s di rect io n:  th at  is, th e di recti on  of  a pol icy  based on the closest possib le coo peratio n among Eu rope , Ca nada , the  Uni ted Sta tes , Ja pan , Aus tral ia , and New Ze ala nd  and, in the lon ger run,  In di a,  Indonesia , an d o the r lik e-m ind ed c ou ntr ies  as well.
Th ere  are,  of  course, ot he r app roa ches in the  ai r about the pa tter n an d polic ies of th e A tlan tic alli anc e, and of  our fu tu re  rel ati onships  wi th the  cou ntr ies  of the Pac ific.
W ith reg ard to  Eu ro pe , ma ny alt erna tiv es  hav e been suggested . Som e Am eric ans  comp lain th at  Eu rope  does too lit tle , and  th at we should br ing o ur  tro ops ho me,  forc ing  Eur op e to  un ite , and  to  take ca re of  its own defense.
Some Eu ropeans comp lain, in tu rn , abo ut Am erican  dominance, or  hegemony. They con tend th at  since the defe nse  of  Eu rope  dep end s ul tim ately  upon Am erican  nucle ar wea pons, an d since  the  Un ite d States , in th ei r view, ha rd ly  fav ors the  dev elopment  of  a Eu rope an  nucle ar  power, th at  is no  reason  fo r Eu ro pe  to follow th e po lit ica lly  difficult and un po pu la r cours e of  inc rea sing its  con ven tion al mili ta ry  effort.
I t  is almost equ ally  difficult fo r Am erican s t o un de rst an d the  b ru ta l logic  of  nuc lea r de ter ren ce—t hat Ame rican nu cle ar p ow er could h ardl y be exp ected to  de ter  on a mail -o rder  basis ; th a t in an  age  of  nucle ar bal anc e no one would  wish to  see the  Pr es iden t of  th e Un ite d States  or  the  ruler s of  t he  So viet Un ion  with ou t any choices bu t the  nucle ar choice in  t he  even t o f new turbulence  in Eu ro pe  o r th e Med ite rra nean  an d th a t Am erican  nu clea r weapons abroad  hav e to  be prote cte d by Am eri can  troops.
Th e equ ally bleak fa ct  is th at ho sti lit ies  in Eas te rn  Eu rope  cou ld rele ase forces whose ou tcome no man can contro l o r pr ed ict . The  Un ite d St ates  h as a p ro foun d na tio na l in ter es t i n the c ourse of  such even ts. I t mu st, t he refore , do ev eryt hing  in i ts p ow er to  pr ev en t such occurrences, an d to pa rt ic ip at e with  it s alli es in pol icie s to  control them .These  are  a mong the  r eas ons why  Bri tis h Defense Mini ste r H ealey , an d othe r Eu ropeans, have  sough t c onfirm atio n fro m Pr es iden t N ixon th at  in th is  cri tic al re ga rd , Am erican  coo perat ion  will rem ain  firm. Th us , one by one, wi th rea sons  which  are  im pl icit in  the situa tio n, men find the alt erna tiv es  to  ou r prese nt pa tter n of all iance rel ati ons unc onvincing.
No Eu ro pe an  en tity,  whe ther  of  six na tio ns  o r of  10, w hethe r loose or  tight,  in teg rated or  non integrate d.  Fe de ra l, con fed era l or  even more, loosely  org anize d—no Eu rope , wh ate ver its  in te rn al  str uc ture , cou ld soon acquire th e nu clea r capacit y to de ter  th e massive Sov iet nu cle ar arsena l, and to  de te r th e pressure s which  em anate  fro m th at ars enal.
No one  wants  the fo rm at ion of  a Eu ro pe  to  weaken or  des troy the uni ta ry  wo rld  economy wh ich  20 years  of  pa tie nt  wo rk have bu ilt . Only tran sa tlan tic coopera tion, there fore , and indeed  m ore  than  tr an sat la nt ic  coo peratio n—tra ns at la nt ic  and tra nspa cif ic  coo peratio n—can solve  ou r common pro ble ms  of  securi ty,  economics, tech nology , and ed uc ation  in the  yea rs ahead.
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It  is, therefore,  most welcome and will be reassur ing tha t on the 
basic issue of  Atlant ic relations, President Nixon’s approach as stated  
in his Brussels speech of February 24 follows the policy line which 
President Johnson had outlined on October 7, 1966, and pursued 
throughout  his administration.

We are left,  then, so far  as alliance policy is concerned, with the 
tradit ional  prescr iption  about making haste slowly. But  that rule, 
sage as it is, does not and cannot mean immobility.

Our Atla ntic  institut ions do need s trengthening and they do need 
change. The nature o f many problems requires ref orm : in the field of 
monetary policy, for example, where, in my judgment, exist ing pat
terns of cooperation should become institutionalized. Nothing less 
could concert and harmonize national  policies and contain dangerous 
pressures tow ard protectionism and fragmentation.

Other steps are required in the political life of NATO to achieve 
equal responsibi lity in the relationship between Europe and America.

The procedures and the precedents exist if there is the will to use 
them. The allies have passed formal resolutions, most recently in 
December 1967, expressing thei r determination to consult each other 
intensively and at a high level in the process of making policy. It  is 
time to pu t these resolutions to work, so tha t here, too, cooperation will 
become a matter  of institutional strength.

Analysis leads me to similar  conclusions about the structure of our 
interests and alliances in the Pacific. Unt il the threat of expansion sub
sides, I  can see no easy way for us to escape from the dilemmas which 
history has thru st upon us. We should be in far worse trouble  th an we 
face today  if the settlement in Vietnam threw doubt on the dete rren t 
quality of American treaties, and if the Middle Eastern crisis is re
solved for anything less than peace.

Let me conclude, Mr. Chairman, with a few tentative  comments on 
the nature of the pressures which technological changes impose on these 
relationships. I propose to leave most such issues to our colloquy. But i t 
might help if I identified a few of the tensions I have observed in this 
area.

First, there is the paradox of dependence. Politically, most o f our 
allies would p refer having the capacity to take care of t hei r own secu
rity. But they recognize tha t in the world in which we have no choice 
but to live, the ir ultim ate reliance on the United  States is stronger than 
it was 20 years ago, despite the ir recovery. This, of course, derives 
from the nuclear threa t and will be heightened, in my judgment, by 
the ratification and going into effect of the nonprolifera tion treaty.

Second, this fact, the increased dependence of our allies  on our nu
clear power, leads to a second paradox, the presence abroad of large 
conventional American forces which are necessary—for the reasons I 
indicated a few moments ago—to protect  nonnuclear options and to 
make credible the nuclear deterrent  itself.

Large  troop  presences abroad impose a stra in on the  world financial 
system and lead, therefore, to relations of increased interdependence 
and increased complexity among the allies so far  as the problem of 
dealing with balance-of-payments deficits arising from the presence 
abroad of American troops is concerned.

These pressures lead in turn to an increased dependence on Amer
ican mili tary and scientific supplies.

27 -0 65— 69-------12
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In  this  period we have not yet achieved the simplicity and effec
tiveness o f allied financial arrangements tha t we had during the war 
under lend-lease. Bu t the  problems are the same. The present position 
is paradoxical, in th at financial  factors tend to increase the dependence 
of our allies on our own mili tary  arsenal and our own milita ry 
supplies.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(The biography of Dr. Rostow fol lows:)

Dr. Eugene V. Rostow

Dr. Eugene V. Rostow, law yer  and  economist, is Sterling Prof esso r of Law 
and Public  Affairs at  Yale Univer sity  Law School, a position he also held from 
1964 to 1966. From 1966 thro ugh  1968, he was  Under Sec reta ry of Sta te for 
Polt ical  Affairs.

Dr. Rostow was born in New York in 1913. He is the  older bro ther of Dr. 
Wal t Whitman Rostow, who was Special Assist ant  to Pre sident  Johnson . At 
Yale University, Dr. Eugene Rostow received the B.A. degree in 1933, the LL.B. 
in 1937 and the  M.A. in 1944. Camb ridge  University  in Eng land awarded  him 
the degree  of MA. in 1959 and LL.D in 1962.

In 1938. Dr. Rostow was adm itte d to the  New York Sta te bar.  Af ter  practicing  
in New York City, he joined the  Yale Univers ity Law School faculty  in 1938. 
He became Professor of Law in 1944 and  was Dean of of the  Law School from 
1955 through 1965. In 1966 he was  Mas ter of Trumbu ll College. He has tau gh t 
or delivered lecture serie s at  Cambridge Univers ity and a number of American 
unive rsitie s.

From 1942 to  1944, Dr. Rostow w as an advisor to the  Depar tme nt of State . He 
serve d with  the  United Nat ions Economic Commission for  Europe in 1949 and 
1950. He was  a member  of the Adviso ry Council for  the Peace Corps in 1961 
and a consul tant to the  Und er Sec reta ry of Sta te from 1961 to 1966.

Dr. Rostow’s writings  inc lude A Nat iona l Policy fo r the Oil In dus try , published  
in 1948: and  The Sovereign Preroga tive  ; the  Supreme Court and the Quest for  
Law,  publi shed in 1962. He is jo in t edi tor of a legal case book ent itled Govern
men t Regulat ion of Business, publ ished  in 1963. Dr. Rostow is a join author  
of Perspect ives on the Court, which appe ared  in 1967. His  wri ting s on int er
nat ional order include an ar tic le in Daeda lus in 1967 ent itled “Thinking  about  
the  Fu tur e of Int ern ationa l Society .” Law,  Power and the Pursu it of Peace, a 
revision of two 1966 lectures, was  published las t year.

Mr. Zablocki. Thank you, Dr, Rostow.
Mr. Willrich .

STATEMENT OF MASON WILLR ICH , PROFESSOR OF LAW. AND DI
RECTOR, CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY,
AND PUBLIC POLICY, UNI VER SITY OF VIR GIN IA

Mr. W illrich. Mr. Chairman, I welcome the opportuni ty to appear 
before you today, I take it that the full text of my prepared remarks 
will be included in the record of the hearings.

Mr. Zablocki. Yes.
Mr. W illrich. I p lan to  summarize from those prepared  remarks.
Mr. Zablocki. Very well.
I would like to add here t ha t the witnesses will have an opportunity 

to revise and do some extensions if necessary on their testimony today.
Mr. Willrich. I understand you are interested primarily  in my 

views concerning the ramifications for existing TJ.S. alliances and se
curi ty commitments of the nonprolife ration trea ty, the United Na
tions Security Council resolution on security assurances, and nuclear- 
free zones.
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Let me make clea r a t the outset t ha t I support the nonprol ifera tion 
treaty and believe its speedy ratifica tion by the ITnited States to be 
an essential step in the interests of our security and the securi ty of 
our allies.

There are, in my judgment,  two technological developments in the 
nuclear field which will have a continu ing and growing  influence on 
the conduct of  U.S. foreign policy th roughout  the  decade ahead. The 
first is ABM systems and the second is civil nuclear power.

The ABM problem is the subject  of a great deal of  current concern, 
debate, and some decision. I have expressed my views on this  subject 
elsewhere. While  I  will be happy to  discuss them with the members of  
the subcommittee, I wish to focus my oral remarks  prim arily  on the 
security implications of civil nuclear pow er.

I have also discussed in my prepared statement the m ajor implica
tions for the U nited  States of assurances or guarantees against nuclear 
attack and nuclear-free zones. I will summarize these briefly.

The ramifications of the development and growth of civil nuclear 
power p rograms for the security of the United States and the entire 
world community in  the decade ahead are  immense and, thus far,  re la
tively unexplored. I do not believe these ramifications have yet been 
adequately considered either within the executive branch o r the Con
gress as a whole. The issues and stakes involved are clearly not com
prehended by the American  people.

A reactor which produces electric power also produces large quan
tities of plutonium, a fissionable material which can be used in nuclear 
weapons. A small nuclear power reactor of about 200 megawatts-elec- 
tric genera ting capaci ty produces every year  more than 100 kilograms  
of plutonium,  enough for five to 10 fission weapons.

Today, most nuclear powerplants being ordered in the  United  S tates  
are in the 800-1,200 megawatts-electric  range. The U.S. Atomic 
Energy Commission presen tly forecasts tha t by 1980 the United States 
will have an insta lled nuclear power capacity  of 120,000 to 180,000 
megawatts-electric. I t is current ly estimated tha t by 1980 the United 
Kingdom, France, West Germany, and Japan  will each have ins talled  
nuclear power capacities of roughly 20.000 megawatts-electric.

Other nations with  substantial civil nuclear  power programs are 
Canada, India. Ita ly.  Spain, Sweden, and Switzerland. A much la rger 
number of nations will b ring  into operation one to three  small nuclear  
power reactors in the 1970’s.

The magni tude of the security risk from the spread of plutonium 
and plutonium produc tion technology throughout the world should 
not be underestimated. One recent and conservative estimate is tha t 
8,000 kilograms of plutonium will be produced annually  in civil nu 
clear power reactors by 1970 and 50,000 to 70,000 kilograms annually 
by 1980.

The corresponding amounts of p lutonium accumulated in the  world 
as a result of pas t production is estimated to be 28,000 kilograms by 
1970, and 300,000 to 450,000 kilograms by 1980. Thus, the stockpiles of 
plutonium used in civil nuclear p rograms will soon dwarf the  amounts 
of fissionable materials in the nuc lear weapons stockpiles of the nuclear 
weapon nations. Yet, less tha n 10 kilograms of plutonium is needed 
for a bomb which will destroy a medium-sized city.
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There are strong economic and political incentives to achieve this 
breakthrough . Research and development work on the  gas centrifuge 
process for separation of uranium isotopes is already well advanced 
in several nations, including the United Kingdom, West Germany 
and the Netherlands on a cooperative basis, and Japan.  The security 
implications of the successful development of this technology will be 
profound.

Uranium enrichment is the most direct route to nuclear weapons.
Moreover, highly enriched uranium is a fissionable material which is 
strongly preferred as the t rigger  fo r a fusion weapon.

A gas centrifuge plant would be substan tially less costly and 
somewhat easier to conceal than  a gaseous diffusion plan t which is »
the existing type of plan t for uranium enrichment.

The nonproliferation treaty  would have two effects on the develop
ment of civil nuclear power programs in non-nuclear-weapon nations.
Artic le II I  would require all non-nuclear-weapon parties  to accept »
interna tional  safeguards on all thei r peaceful nuclear activities. Ar
ticle IV,  although  ambiguous and susceptible of a variety  of inte r
pretations, would in general commit those parties  to the t reaty which 
have nuclear capabilities—peaceful as well as warlike—to assist the 
fur ther development of  civil nuclear power, “especially in the ter ri
tories of non-nuclear-weapon states par ty to the trea ty * * *.”

In  essence, the nonprolife ration trea ty reaffirms and reinforces 
long-standing U.S. policy which began with President  Eisenhower’s 
atoms for peace proposals in 1953.

Without doubt, nuclear fuel offers large potentia l benefits in the 
generation of electric power at a lower cost in certain areas of the 
world when compared with  the costs of alternative  fossil fuels. N u
clear fuel also offers increasingly impor tant advantages in terms of 
environmental effects—much less air pollution, although somewhat 
more thermal pollution of cooling water than coal or oil.

But what are the security costs—to the United  States  and to the 
world community—of the  growth of civil nuclear programs in non
nuclear-weapon nations? Have  the adverse implications  of civil nu
clear power which are apparen t and immense been taken fully into 
account ?

The answer given to these questions is tha t the interna tional security 
costs of civil nuclear power programs have been largely  offset by the 
policy objective tha t civil nuclear power programs in non-nuclear- *
weapon nations should be made subject to internationa l safeguards.
This is the objective of artic le I I I  of the nonproliferation treaty.

Thus, the ramifications for  United S tates and in ternational security 
of the production and accumulation of very large amounts of fission- r
able materials in non-nuclear-weapon nations will depend on what
safeguards are and how they will affect the si tuation. It  is indisputable 
tha t without  external control on civil nuclear power programs, es
pecially in non-nuclear-weapon nations, th at the availability  of fission
able mate rials will in the near future create a m ajor and widespread 
thre at to in ternational security and stability.

Safeguards consist merely of a system of internat ional accountabil
ity applied to the nuclear materials used, produced, and processed in 
a peaceful nuclear a ctivity located in a state. No system of safeguards 
will be able to  account for  every gram of fissionable material used in



a nuclear power program. In the process of establishing accountability 
standards, the developments of  parameters may be a technnical task, 
but the choice of s tandards  within those parameters will be political.

Disparities among nations in the amounts of plu tonium  accumulated 
in thei r peaceful nuclear power programs are likely to increase over 
time. As the gaps widen, the interests in internationa l safeguards of 
nations with very large nuclear power programs, such as West Ger
many and Japan,  are likely to diverge increasingly from those nations 
with smaller programs. Nations with small nuclear power programs, 
especially those without chemical processing plants of the ir own, are 
likely to view a safeguard system tha t is merely mainta ined at its 
initia l level of effectiveness as a security assurance that  diminishes  over 
time.

How will nations respond if diversion of fissionable materials from 
a civil power to a nuclear weapons program is suspected ? It  is highly 
unlikely tha t an interna tional  inspector will ever be an eyewitness to, 
or receive direct evidence of a diversion. The most tha t can be expected 
from safeguards is indirect evidence-—an ambiguous discrepancy in 
the suspect nation ’s mater ials balance system, or procedural road
blocks p ut in the way o f internationa l inspection of a part icular nu
clear fac ility at a certain time.

It  is doubtful tha t any nation would embark on a secret nuclear 
weapons program unless, upon discovery, it was prepared to continue. 
Thus, the course of action of any suspect nation would be fixed, while 
action by other nations to stop the weapons acquisition process would 
be difficult to launch.

Those nations which would call the loudest for intervention in the 
suspect nation would be those which believe themselves to be imme
diately threatened. But these nations probably would be unable to 
execute the sanctions required without  starting a dangerous local war 
which they might  lose.

The burden of effective action will probably fall, therefore, upon 
one or the other of the two super powers, the United States and the 
Soviet Union. Yet, resort to the threat  or use of force by either the 
United  States  or the Soviet Union in order  to  deny a sixth  nation a 
nuclear  weapons capability would in my judgment, place the super 
powers in a morally untenable position in the eyes of the world 
community.

How much reliance will nations place on safeguards  in the final 
analvsis?  The governments of most nations have not yet faced this 
question squarely. The result thus far  may be some misplaced 
confidence.

Will safeguards, as is frequently claimed, be a reliable assurance that 
fissionable materials  accumulated in nuclear power programs are not 
used in nuclear weapons? Or will safeguards merely prov ide a reason
ably accurate measure of the security threa ts implici t in civil nuclear 
power programs ?

Are sa feguards more analogous to verification tha t nuclear  disarm a
ment measures are car ried out, or to observation sa tellites  which count 
the number of nuclear missiles deployed by the nuclear weapon states ?

A system of international accountability and inspection is clearly 
only p art  of an adequate response to the challenge to the international 
system presented by the growth and spread of civil nuclea r power. Sus-
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pension of the flow of mate rials and the provision of enrichment , fuel 
fabrication or reprocessing services obtained abroad is perhaps the key 
step in an effective sanctioning process.

But such a sanction would be withou t effect unless the suspect nation 
was dependent on foreign sources of supply. Thus, the advantages from 
the overall international security point  of view of interdependence of 
civil nuclear power programs are clear, but considerations of national 
security and security of energy supply cut in the opposite direction.

Any movement in the direction of effective sanctions would re
quire that the strong forces of economic na tionalism operating  in the 
civil nuclear power field be reversed in the very near future.  Such a 
reversal will not occur unless there is a clear awareness at the highest 
political levels of the security risks involved. These risks will affect 
our allies more than us.

Coming to grins with this  difficult problem will cause dissension, 
especially in the U.S. relations with its principal allies in which civil 
nuclear power is really taking hold.

To postpone dealing with the problem, however, is to lose the op
portunity forever. If  we do not develop with our allies and the world 
community at large a clear view of the nature of the security problem 
associated with the growth of civil nuclear power, and especially if 
we are lu lled bv the idea of safeguards  into thinking  the problem has 
been solved, exploitation  of atoms for peace in one nation could well 
be viewed by others as the creation o f a m ajor thre at to the ir security.

Now le t me turn  to the resolution of the United Nations Security 
Council adopted on Jun e 19, 196S, outside the framework of the non
proli ferat ion treaty but intended to provide nonnuclear weapon na
tions which become parties to the treaty  with assurance against nuclear 
attack.

Will it follow from this Securi ty Council resolution tha t, as de
clared by the three proponents, any state which commits or th reatens 
nuclear aggression “must be aware that  its actions are to be countered 
effectively * * *”? Does such Security Council action constitute a re
liable nuclear security “umbrella” over the non-nuclear-weapon na
tions which become part ies to the  nonprol iferation treatv?

A major weakness of the Securi ty Council assurances resolution is 
tha t the events which will brin g it  into operation are “aggression” 
or “the threat of aggression” with nuclear weapons against a non
nuclear-weapon state. Thus, the resolution rests on the well-known and 
unresolved problems of defining aggression and identifyin g the ag
gressor.

Determination of the threshold question whether “aggression with 
nuclear weapons” has occurred in a pa rticular  case will be by the usual 
Securi ty Council voting procedures on matters of substance, including 
the veto of anv one of the five permanent members. Any action 
“through” the Security Council under  the assurances resolution will 
require the  support, or acquiescence of not only the three sponsoring 
nuclear-weapon states, the Uni ted States, Soviet Union, and United 
Kingdom, but also the other two permanent members of the Security 
Council, France and Nationalist China.

Since Natio nalist  China is both a non-nuclear-weapon state and a 
prime target for nuclear threat s from Communist China, it would 
probably support action under the security assurances resolution.
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It  is not so clear where France’s in terests will lie in concrete cases. 
Bnt the resolution  gives France, which has refused to sign the non
prolife ration  trea ty, a large influence over the operational effective
ness of the security assurances which many non-nuclear-weapon states 
view as a vital, if not integral, aspect of tha t treaty.

The security assurances resolution also reaffirms the  right of ind i
vidual or collective self-defense under article 51 of the United N ations 
Charter. This reaffirmation may be viewed as serving two main pu r
poses.

Firs t, it negates any suggestion, which might  be inferred from the 
pledges by the three nuclear-weapon parties  to the trea ty to seek action 

r  through the Council, tha t they had delegated in thei r statements of
intention any veto-free power to the Security  Council.

Second, reaffirmation o f the rights  of individual  and collective self- 
defense provides a fallback assurance to  the non-nuclear-weapon sta tes

• if assistance f rom or through  the Security  Council is not forthcoming. 
It  recognizes nuc lear security guarantees which already exist in col
lective security agreements with the respective allies of the United 
States and the Soviet Union, without adding to or detracting from 
them.

Moreover, if the United States and the Soviet Union were in agree
ment, nei ther the veto of any other Security  Council permanent mem
ber nor the absence of sufficient time fo r Security Council action could 
block coordinated superpower action outside the Security Council on 
the basis of the righ t of collective self-defense.

What , in practice , might the security assurances resolution 
accomplish?

We have been told  by both th e Johnson and Nixon administrations 
tha t resolution does not create any additional responsibilities for  the 
United States, and yet it  has been claimed tha t it is “poli tically  of 
very considerable importance” that three of the permanent members 
of the Security  Council have made it clear tha t nuclear aggression 
fell squarely within the primary  responsibil ity of the Security Council.

The veto which each permanent member possesses l imits the prob 
able target o f Security Council action to China, and no other  potential 
nuclear aggressor. In this respect, the Security Council may become a 
principal organ for futu re collaboration between the United States 
and the Soviet Union  in the containment of China—as long as China

• is not a member of the United Nations.
China sees the nonproliferation trea ty as jus t such collusion be

tween the superpowers. United  States-Soviet Union collaboration in 
this respect will be a mixed blessing. I t could, in parti cular, limit the 
possibilities for futu re accommodation between the Uni ted State s and 
China.

Nevertheless, such open and institu tionalized cooperation between 
the two superpowers seems an important ingredient o f any meaningful 
security assurance to nonalined, non-nuclear-weapon states such as 
India.  It  is ironic, indeed, in this  respect, that India, which was 
originally  intended as the p rimary beneficiary of  the Security  Council 
resolution, has declared its intention  not to become a par ty to the non
proliferation trea ty. Thus, Indi a has apparent ly decided tha t what
ever securitv benefits there are in the resolution are not worth the 
price of joining the  treaty.
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Fina lly, a word about nuclear- free zones. In  my judgment , this is 
not a very important issue because the prospects for the early entry 
into force of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which would establish a nuclear- 
free zone in Latin America, are not very promising. A number of 
proposals have been advanced for nuclear-free zones in the past in a 
variety of areas.

Prel imin ary steps have been taken by the Organization of African 
Uni ty to  establish a nuclear-free  zone in Black Africa. The Soviet bloc 
has for years urged the creation of a nuclear-free zone in Central 
Europe, which, if implemented, would result in the removal of U.S. 
nuclear forces from West Germany. As might be expected, all such 
proposals have been given shor t shr ift in NATO thus far.

How does a nuclear- free zone differ from the obligations which the 
nonproliferat ion treaty would impose on non-nuclear-weapon par 
ties? There are three major differences.

Firs t, a nuclear weapon state  would be prohibi ted under  a nuclear- 
free zone from deploying nuclear weapons within the zone, even though 
ownership and control were retained by the nuclear-weapon state. This 
is the main reason why until  the Lat in American nuclear-free zones 
came into existence, that those zones which were proposed by the Soviet 
Union were mainly propaganda overtures to procure withdrawal of 
U.S. nuclear deployments from our allies.

Thus, the Treaty of Tlatelolco would prohibit the signatories  from 
accepting the deployment on the ir terri tories of nuclear weapons by 
any nuclear-weapon state. W ith the Trea ty of Tlatelolco, however, the 
United  States has indicated its understand ing tha t it would continue 
to retain the right to transport  nuclear weapons through the nuclear- 
free zone, and in particu lar thro ugh the Panama Canal.

Second, in a nuclear-free zone as contemplated by the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco, there is provision made for inspection i f clandestine nuclear 
activities are suspected within the zone. Under the nonproliferation 
trea ty safeguards are applicable  only to declared peaceful nuclear 
activities in a non-nuclear-weapon party .

The thi rd  difference perta ins to the undertakings of the nuclear- 
weapon sta tes to respect the zone. The United  States  has signed, but 
not yet ratified, Protocol II  of the  Trea ty of Tlatelolco which contains 
an un dertaking “not to use or  threaten  to use nuclear weapons against 
the Contracting Part ies * * In signing the protocol, the United 
States made a statement narrowing the scope of its commitment not to 
use nuclear weapons to circumstances where no o ther nuclear-weapon 
state is involved. Nevertheless, this is the first time a U.S. Govern
ment has agreed to accept any legal restriction on its right to use 
nuclear weapons other  than  the general rest rain ts on the use of force 
contained in the United  Nations Charter.

Of course, the Senate will probably  not act upon the protocol until 
the future prospects for puttin g the Lat in American nuclear-free 
zone into effect become considerably brighter . Thus, the issue does not 
seem to have much urgency at present.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(The prepared statement of Professor Willricli follows:)
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Prepared Testimon y of Mason Will rich , Professor of Law and Director,
Center  for the Study of Science, Technology, and P ublic Policy, Univer
sity  of Virg inia, March  19, 1969

Mr.  Cha irm an , I welc om e th e oppor tu ni ty  to  appear be fo re  you to da y and  to 

pr es en t my  view s on  cert a in  prob lems re la te d  to  th e ef fects  of  s pa ce  a nd  wea po ns  

de ve lopm en ts  on  U ni te d S ta te s al li an ce s an d se cu ri ty  co mmitm en ts . I unders ta nd  

you a re  in te re st ed  p ri m ari ly  in  my  view s co nc er ni ng  th e ra m if ic at io ns  fo r ex is t
in g U ni ted S ta te s a ll ia nces and  se cu ri ty  co m m itm en ts  of  th e N on -P ro li fe ra tion 

T re at y , th e U ni te d N at io ns Sec ur ity Cou nc il re so lu tion  on se cu ri ty  ass ura nces 

an d nu cl ea r fr ee  zon es.  L et me  mak e cle ar a t th e  ou ts e t th a t I su pport  th e  Non - 

P ro li fe ra ti on  T re a ty  and  be lie ve  it s spee dy  ra ti fi ca tion  by th e Uni ted S ta te s to  be 

an  es se nti al  st ep  in  th e in te re st s of  our se cu ri ty  and th e se cu ri ty  of  ou r al li es .1

The re  ar e,  in  my  ju dgm en t,  tw o tech no lo gi ca l de ve lopm en ts  in the nucl ea r field  

whi ch  will  ha ve  a conti nuin g an d gr ow in g influ en ce  on th e co nd uc t of  U ni ted 

S ta te s fo re ign po lic y th ro ughout th e de ca de  ah ea d.  Th e fi rs t is  A BM sy st em s an d 
th e second  is civi l nucle ar powe r. Th e ABM prob lem is th e su bje ct  of  a  g re a t de al  

of  cu rr en t co nc ern,  debat e and som e de cis ion . I ha ve  ex pr es se d my  vi ew s on th is  

su bj ec t el se whe re .2 W hi le  I will  be  hap py  to  di sc us s th em  w ith th e m em be rs  of  

th e Su bc om mitt ee , I w ish to  focu s my p re pare d  re m ark s p ri m ari ly  on th e se cu 

ri ty  i m plica tions  of ci vi l nucle ar powe r. I will  also  di sc us s th e m ajo r im plica tions 

fo r th e  U ni te d S ta te s of as su ra nces or guara n te es aga in s t nucl ea r a tt ack  and 

nucl ea r fr ee  zones .
i

The  ra m if ic at io ns  of th e  de ve lopm en t an d gro w th  of  civi l nu cl ea r po wer  pro 

gr am s fo r th e  se curi ty  of  th e U ni ted S ta te s and th e en ti re  wor ld  co m m un ity  

in  th e de ca de  ahead  a re  im men se  an d th us fa r re la ti vel y  un ex plor ed . I do no t 

be lie ve  th es e ra m if ic at io ns  ha ve  ye t been  ad eq uat el y  co ns id er ed  e it her w ith in  

th e Exe cu tive  B ra nch  or th e  Co ng ress as  a wh ole . Th e is su es  an d st ak es  inv ol ve d 

are  cl ea rly no t co m pr eh en de d by th e Amer ican  peo ple .
A re ac to r which  pro du ce s el ec tr ic  po w er  al so  pr od uc es  la rg e quan ti ti es of  

pl ut on ium , a fis sion ab le  m ate ri a l which  ca n be us ed  in nucl ea r wea po ns . A sm al l 

nu cl ea r po wer  re ac to r of  ab ou t 260 MW e el ec tr ic  gener at in g  ca pa ci ty  pr od uc es  

ev er y year mor e th an  100 ki lo gr am s of  plu to ni um , en ou gh  fo r 5-10  fiss ion  

wea po ns . The  m ajo r ec on om ies in th e us e of nucle ar fu el  to gen er at e el ec tr ic  

po w er  a re  econ om ies of  scale , an d,  ac co rd in gl y,  th e  tr end  has been to w ard  
ituihl ing la rg er an d la rg e r nuc le ar  po w er  re ac to rs . F o r ex am ple,  to day  mos t 

nucl ea r p la nts  be ing ord er ed  in th e U ni te d S ta te s a re  in  th e 800-1 200 MW e 

ra ng e.  Th e U.S.  Atomic  Ene rg y Co mm iss ion  pre se nt ly  fo re cast s th a t by 1980 th e 

U ni ted S ta te s will  hav e an  in st al le d nucle ar po wer  ca pac ity of  120 .000-18 0.00 0 

MWe. I t is  curr en tl y  est im at ed  th a t by 1980 th e U ni ted Kingd om , F ra nce . W es t 

G er m an y an d Ja p an  will  each  hav e in st a ll ed  nucle ar po wer  capac it ie s of  

ro ug hl y 20.600 MWe. O th er  n at io ns  w ith su bst an ti a l civ il nucle ar po w er  p ro gra m s 

a re  Can ad a.  In dia , It a ly . Sp ain . Sw eden  an d Sw itz er la nd . A mu ch  la rg er nu m ber  

of na tion s will  b ri ng  in to  op er at io n 1- 3 sm al l nucle ar po w er  re acto rs  in th e  

1970 ’s, in clud ing,  fo r ex am pl e,  such  di ve rs e nat io ns as  A rg en tina,  Is ra e l,  P ak is ta n  

an d So uth Afri ca .
Th e m ag ni tu de of  t he  se cu ri ty  ri sk  from  th e sp re ad  o f pl ut on iu m  an d plu to niu m  

pr od uc tion  te ch no logy  th ro ughout th e  w or ld  sh ou ld  no t he  under es tim at ed . On e 

re ce nt  an d co nse rv at iv e es tim at e is th a t 8,060  kilog ra m s of plu to ni um  will  he 

pr od uc ed  annuall y  in  civi l nucl ea r po w er  re acto rs  by 1970 an d 50,000 -70 ,000 

ki lo gr am s annuall y  by  1980. The  co rr es po nd in g am ounts  of  plu to ni um  ac cu

m ula te d  in  th e w orld  as  a re su lt  of  past  pro du ct io n is  est im ate d  to  be  28,000 

ki lo gr am s by 1970. and  300 ,000-450.000  kilog ra m s by  1980. Thu s,  th e  stoc kp iles  of  

pl ut on iu m  us ed  in  ci vi l nucle ar pro gra m s w ill  soo n d w arf  th e  am ounts  of

1 1 ha ve  mad e a fu ll  an al ysi s of  th e  T re a ty  an d th e  m aj or pr ob lem s of  in te rp re ta ti o n  

an d im pl em en ta tion  in  N on -P ro li fe ra tion T re a ty : F ra m ew or k fo r  N uc le ar  A rm s Con tr ol  
(C har lo ttes vil le  : Th e M ic hie Co.. 19 69 ).

2 See W ill ric h.  M as on , “ ABM  an d Arm s C ontr o l”  in  In te rn a ti ona l A ffa ir s,  Vol . 44,  No . 2, 

Ap ril  1968. p. 228.
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fis sion ab le  m ate ri a ls  in th e nucle ar w ea po ns  stoc kp ile s of  th e nu cl ea r-w ea po n na tion s.  Ye t, less  th an  10 kilog ra m s of  pl ut on iu m  is  ne ed ed  fo r a bomb  whic h will  d es troy  a  m ed ium-s ize d ci ty .
By  1980 civ il nucl ea r po wer  pro gra m s in Ja p an  and W es t G er m an y,  th e tw o mos t pro m in en t no n- nu clea r-w ea po n nat io ns,  w ill  be  pro du ci ng  ev er y year alm os t 5.000 kilog ra m s of  plu to ni um —or th e  eq uiv al en t of  500 -1000 nucle ar weapo ns . F urt herm ore , bo th  Ja pan  an d W es t G er m an y pla n to  bui ld  th e ir  ow n chem ica l pr oc es sing  p la n ts  fo r th e se par at io n  of  p lu to ni um  pr od uc ed  in th e ir  n ucle ar po wer  pr oc ra m s.  Si gn ifi ca nt ly , In d ia  a lr eady  has su ch  a ch em ical  se par at io n  p la n t in op er at io n.
Com po un ding  the  c om plex ity  of  th e  se cu ri ty  im pl ic at io ns  of  c ivi l nucl ea r po wer  is  t he fa c t th a t a tec hn olog ical  b re ak th ro ugh  appears  t o  be  oc cu rr in g w ith  re sp ec t to  th e ga s ce ntr if ug e pr oc es s fo r en ri ch in g  ur an iu m . T her e a re  st ro ng eco nomic an d po li tica l in ce nt iv es  to  ac hi ev e th is  bre ak th ro ugh  in  view  of  th e  bett er pe rf or m an ce  of  sl ig ht ly  en rich ed  u ra n iu m  co mpa red w ith  n a tu ra l ura n iu m  as  a re ac to r fu el , an d th e de pe nd en ce  on  th e  U ni ted S ta te s fo r en ri ch m en t se rv ices  lh a t wou ld  re su lt  if  a na tion us ed  sl ig htly  en rich ed  ura niu m  fu el  fo r it s civ il nucl ea r p ow er  pro gr am  w ithout an  en ri ch m en t p la n t of  i ts  ow n.
Th e se cu ri ty  im pl ic at io ns  of  th e  su cc es sful  de ve lopm en t of  gas  ce nt ri fu ge  tech no logy  a re  prof ou nd . U ra niu m  enri ch m en t is  th e m os t d ir ec t ro ute  to  nucl ea r weapo ns . Moreover, hi gh lv  en rich ed  ura niu m  is th e  fis sion ab le m ate ri a l which  is st ro ng ly  pre fe rr ed  as  th e tr ig g e r fo r a fu sion  we ap on . A gas  ce ntr if uge p la nt wou ld he su bst an ti a ll y  less  co st ly  th an  a ga se ou s di ffu sio n pla nt,  whieh  is th e ex is ting  ty pe  of  p la n t fo r u ra n iu m  en rich m en t.  Gas  ce ntr if uges  wo uld al so  be easi er to  co nc ea l th an  a ga se ou s di ffus io n p la nt,  al th ou gh  I wou ld  no t st re ss  th is  po in t as  m uc h as  o th ers  have.
R es ea rc h an d de ve lonm en t w or k on  th e ga s cen tr if uge pr oc es s fo r se par at io n of  ur an iu m  isotop es  is a lr eady  we ll ad va nc ed  in se ve ra l na tion s,  in cl ud in g Ja pan . W es t G er m an y an d th e N eth erl ands am on g th e no n- nu cl ea r-wea po n na tion s.  W or k in th is  field  in th e U ni ted S ta te s is  hig hl y clas sif ied . The  U nite d King dom,  th e N eth er la nds an d W es t G er m an y are . ho wev er , re port ed  to he  pr es sing  fo rw ar d  w ith  co op er at iv e pl an s fo r th e  co nst ru ct io n  of  a pro to ty pe  gas  ce nt ri fu ge pl an t. Th us , duri ng  th e  1970’s it  is  qu it e  pr ob ab le  th a t th e  tech no lo gy  fo r en rich in g ura niu m  in  ad di tion  to  th e  tech no lo gy  fo r pro du ci ng  pl ut on iu m , wi ll become avai la ble  to  se ve ra l in d ustr ia ll y  ad va nc ed  nat io ns of  th e  wor ld , w heth er or  no t th ev  no w pos se ss  n ucl ea r w ea po ns .
T he  N on -P ro li fe ra tion  T re a ty  wou ld  ha ve  tw o effects  on th e  de ve lopm en t of civi l nucle ar po wer  pro gra m s in  no n- nu cl ea r-wea po n na tion s.  A rt ic le  TTI wo uld  re quir e al l no n- nu clea r-wea po n p art ie s to  ac ce pt  in te rn ati onal sa fe guar ds on all  th e ir  pe ac ef ul  nu cl ea r ac tivit ie s.  A rt ic le  IV.  al th oug h am bi gu ou s an d su sc ep tib le  of  a vari e ty  of  in te rp re ta ti ons,  wou ld  in ge ne ra l co mmit th os e part ie s to th e T r e a ty  which  ha ve  nucle ar ca pabil it ie s— pe ac eful  as  we ll as w ar like— to  as si st  th e fu r th e r de ve lopm en t of civ il nucle ar po we r, “e sp ec ia lly  in  th e  te rr it o ri es of  no n- nu clea r-w ea po n S ta te s P a r tv  to th e T re aty . . . .” Tn ess ence , th e Non- P r o l i f e r a t i o n  T re aty  reaf fir ms an d re in fo rc es  lo ng -s ta nd in g U ni ted S ta te s po lic y which  be ga n w ith  P re si den t K isen ho w er ’s Atoms fo r Pe ac e pr op os al s in 1953.W ithout do ub t nucl ea r fu el  of fe rs  la rg e pote ntial  be ne fit s in th e ge ne ra tion  of  el ec tr ic  po w er  a t a lo w er  co st  in cert a in  are as of  th e wor ld  whe n co mpa red w ith th e  co« ts of  a lt e rn a ti ve  fo ss il fu els  N uc le ar  fuel  al so  of fe rs  in cr ea si ng ly  im po rta n t ad van ta ge s in te rm s o f en vi ro nm en ta l ef fects —m uc h les s a ir  po llu tio n,  al th ough so m ew ha t mor e th erm al po llu tio n of  cooli ng  w ate r th an  coa l or oil.B u t  w h a t  a r e  U m  se cu ri ty  co st s— to  th e U ni te d S ta te s an d to  th e wor ld  com

m u n i t y — o f  th e gr ow th  of  civ il nucle ar po w er  pro gr am s in no n-nu clea r-w ea po n nati ons?  H av e th e ad ve rs e se cu ri ty  im pl ic at io ns  of  c ivi l nucl ea r po wer  which  a re  
a p n a r e n t  a n d  im men se  been ta ken  fu lly in to  ac co un t?

Tfip an sw er  giv en to th es e oue st io ns  i« th a t th “ in te rn ati onal se cu ri ty  co sts of  civil, nucle ar po wer  uro gra m s hav e bee n la rg el y offse t bv  th e po lic y eb ie ct iv e th a t civi l nucle ar po wer  pro gra m s in no n- nu clea r-w ea po n nat io ns shou ld  be mad e sub-  
i ° c t  to  in te rn ati onal sa fe guar ds.  T his  is th e eb ie ct iv e of  A rt ic le  ITT of  th e Non- P ro li fe ra ti on  T re at y.

T hu s th e  ra m if ic at io ns  fo r Uni ted S ta te s an d in te rn ati onal se cu ri ty  of  th e pr od uc tion  an d ac cu m ul at io n of  ve ry  la rg e am ount s of  fis sion ab le m ate ri a ls  in no n- nu cl ea r-w ea po n nati ons will  de pend  on w hat sa fe guard s a re  an d bo w th ey  
w il l  af fe ct  th e si tu at io n . I t  is  in dis put ab le  th a t w ithout ex te rn al co nt ro l on civi l nucle ar po wer  pr og ra m s,  es pe ci al ly  i n no n- nu clea r-wea po n nat io ns,  th a t th e  a v a il ab il it y  of  fis sion ab le m ate ri a ls  will  in th e  near fu tu re  cre a te  a m ajo r an d w id esp re ad  th re a t to in te rn a ti o n a l se curi ty  and st ab il ity .
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Safeguards cons ist mere ly of a system of intern ational accoun tabi lity  app lied  
to the nuclear mate ria ls used, produced and  processed in a peace ful nuc lea r 
act ivi ty located in a sta te.  The system includes reports to an external au thor ity  
and physical inspection  by th at  autho rity to ver ify the accuracy of the reports .

The natur e and  effectiveness  of safegu ard s as an assurance  will depend on the 
margins of the uncer tainti es in the  acc oun tability  syste m; the  antic ipa ted  and  
forthcoming  responses of nations  which might suspect diversion in o ther  n at io ns ; 
and  the result ing  reli ance which nat ions will place on safe gua rds  in rela tion to 
the ir nat ional secu rity.  These  fac tors are,  of course, inte rre lated.

No system of saf egu ard s will be able to account for every gram of fissionable 
material used, produced  or processed in a nuc lea r power  program. The acc oun ta
bility system will con tain  i ts own in ternal margins of unc erta inty , and the  system 
will be appl ied to a nuclear fuel cycle in which processing losses are  in evi table in 
every phase. As nucle ar power prog rams are esta blished  in more and more 
nations, and  as these programs increase  in size, a corresponding growth  in the  
intern ational au thor ity  adm inis tering safegu ards will be required. This will in 
turn  requ ire development of more definite  acco untabil ity standa rds . In the  proc 
ess of esta blishing sta nd ards  the  development of param ete rs may be a technical 
task, but  the  choice of standard s within those param ete rs will be polit ical.

Dispar ities among nat ions in the  amo unts of plutonium accumulated  in thei r 
peaceful nuclear power prog rams are  likely  to increas e over time. As the gaps 
widen, the  in terests  in intern ational safegu ard s of nat ions with  very  large 
nuclear power  programs, such as West  Germany and Jap an, are likely to diverge 
increasin gly from those of nat ions with sma ller  programs. The divergence  of 
interest may well manifest  itse lf in differen t views of wh at con stitutes an ade
qua te safegu ards system.

Nations with large  nucle ar power programs, feeling less threat ene d by nuclear 
power program s in oth er nations  and  more burdened  by the  applicat ion of saf e
gua rds  to  t he ir programs may res ist  m easures to reduc e unc erta inties, especially  
if one of the  costs  of reduction  would be increase d intern ational int rus ion  into  
the ir nuc lear operation s. Nations with small nuclear power programs, on the  
othe r hand , especially those  wi tho ut chemical processing plants  of thei r own, 
are  likely  to view a safe gua rds  system th at  is merely mainta ined at its  in itial 
level of effect iveness as a security assurance  th at  diminishes over time.

How will nat ions respond if diversion  of fissionab le ma ter ials from a civil 
power to a nuc lear weapons program  is suspected? It  is highly unlikely  th at  
an intern ational inspector will ever be an eye-w’itness to, or receive  dir ect evi
dence of, a diversion.  The most th at  can be expected from safegu ard s is ind irec t 
evidence—an ambiguous discrepancy in the suspect nat ion ’s ma ter ial s balance 
system, or proced ura l roadblocks pu t in the  way of intern ational insiiection of 
a pa rti cu lar n uclea r fac ility  a t a certa in time. In either event, the  susp ect nation 
could involve the  intern ational insp ectora te and nat ions most immedia tely  con
cerned in a lengthy process  o f clar ifica tion  and debate. Throughou t th is  process 
the  inter na tio na l autho rity , and  each nat ion for  itself , would have  to dete rmine 
whethe r and how fa r it wished to pres s the matter .

But it is do ubt ful th at  any  nation would embark upon a secret nucle ar weapons 
program unles s, upon discovery , it was prepared to continue. Thus, the course 
of action of any  suspect nat ion  would be fixed, while  actio n by oth er nat ions to 
stop the  weapons acquisition process  would be difficult to launch.

Forcible intervent ion  would probably have  to occur, if at  all, before a nuclear  
weapons cap abi lity  became operatio nal.  Yet the  safe gua rds  system would give 
few clues as  to exactly how fa r a clandestine nuc lear  weapons program  had pro
ceeded. The general  incentive  in the  intern ational community to maintain  the 
Non-Pro life ration Tre aty  and its basic policy of preventin g a six th nat ion  from 
acqu iring nucle ar weapons may be strong . But  it  would sti ll be difficult to tra ns 
late  thi s gen era l incentive into a swift and  force ful response from  the  intern a
tional community  a t large.

Those nations which would call the  loudest for inte rventio n in the  suspect 
nat ion  would be those which believed themselves to be immedia tely th re aten ed : 
for  example , the Arab nat ions in the  case of Isra el, or the Ea st Europe an nations  
in the case  of West Germany (assuming these  nat ions become par tie s to the Non- 
Proli fer ation  Trea ty) . But  these  nat ions would be unable to execute  the sanc 
tions require d withou t star tin g a dangerous local wa r which the y might lose. 
The burden of effective action would probably fall, therefore, upon one or the 
oth er of the  two superpowers, the United Sta tes and the Soviet Union. Resort to 
the  thr ea t o r use of force by either the United Sta tes  or  the  Soviet Union in  o rder 
to deny a six th nat ion a nuc lear weapons capabil ity could place the  superpowers 
in a morally  untenable position in the  eyes of the world community.
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In  li gh t of  th e  pr ec ed in g an al ys is , ho w muc h re lian ce  will  nati ons plac e on sa fe guard s?  The  go ve rn m en ts  of  m os t nat io ns ha ve  no t yet  fa ce d th is  qu es tio n sq ua re ly . The  r esu lt  th us f a r  m ay  be some m ispl ac ed  co nfiden ce.
Will sa fe guard s,  as  is fr eq uen tly  cl aimed , be a re liab le  ass ura nce th a t fis sio nab le  m ate ri a ls  ac cu m ul at ed  in  nucle ar po wer  pr ogra m s a re  no t us ed  in  nucl ea r w ea po ns ? Or w ill  sa fe guar ds m er el y pr ov id e a re as on ab ly  accura te  m ea su re  of th e  se curi ty  th re a ts  im pl ic it in  civi l nucl ea r po wer  pro gr am s?  Are  sa fe guar ds m or e an al og ou s to ve ri fica tio n th a t nucle ar d is ar m am en t m ea su re s are  ca rr ie d  ou t, or to  ob se rv at io n sa te ll it es w hi ch  co un t th e num be r of  nucl ea r missi les de plo ye d by t he nu cl ea r we ap on  s ta te s?
A sy st em  of  in te rn ati onal ac counta b il it y  an d in sp ec tio n is cl ea rly  on ly p a rt  of  an  adequate  re sp on se  to  th e ch al le ng e to  th e in te rn ati onal sy stem  pr es en te d by th e  gr ow th  and sp re ad  of civi l nucle ar powe r. In te rn a ti ona l ow ne rs hi p of  fis sio nab le  m ate ri a ls  an d in te rn ati onal oper at io n  of  cert a in  ke y nucle ar fa ci li ti es  su ch  as  ch em ical  se par at io n an d fu el  fa b ri ca ti on  p la n ts  co uld pr ov id e g re a te r se cu ri ty  co nt ro l ov er  pl ut on iu m  th an  an y sy st em  of  sa fe guar ds.  B ut an y mo ve men t in  th es e d ir ec tions wu old re quir e th a t th e st ro ng fo rc es  of  econom ic na tion al is m  opera ti ng  in  th e civi l nucle ar pow er  fie ld he re ve rs ed  in  th e ve ry  near fu tu re .Such a re ver sa l will  no t oc cu r unl es s th ere  is a c le ar aw ar en es s a t th e high es t pol it ic al  leve ls  of  th e  se cu ri ty  ri sk s inv olv ed. The se  ri sk s w ill  af fe ct  ou r al lies  mor e th an  us.
Co mi ng  to  gr ip s w ith  th is  di ff icu lt prob lem  wi ll ca us e di ss en sion , espe cial ly  in U ni ted S ta te s re la tions w ith  it s p ri nci pal  al li es  in wh ich  civi l nucle ar po wer  is ta k in g  ho ld.  To  po stpo ne  dea ling  w ith  th e prob lem, ho wev er , is  to  lose th e op port un it y  fo re ve r. If  w e do no t de ve lo p w ith  ou r al li es  an d th e w or ld  co mmun ity  a t la rg e a cl ea r view of  th e n a tu re  of  th e  se cu ri ty  prob lem as so ci at ed  w ith  th e gr ow th  of  c ivi l nu cl ea r po we r, and  es pe ci al ly  if  we are  lu lled  by th e i-lea of  sa fe guard s in to  t hi nk in g th e p roblem  has been sol ved, ex plo it at io n of  at om s fo r peace in one nat io n  could  we ll be view ed  by oth er s as  th e cr ea tion  of a m aj or th re a t to  th e ir  se cu ri ty . Civ il nu cl ea r po w er  cl ea rly has  th e pote ntial  to  d is ru p t del ic at e re la ti onsh ip s w ithi n al li an ce s an d des ta bi lize  se ns it iv e bal an ce s be tween a ll ian ce s, un le ss  alon g w ith  th e ap plica tion of in te rn ati onal sa fe guard s to  civ il nucle ar po wer  pr og ra m s,  a re la te d  sy stem  of  sa nc tion s in th e ev en t of  dive rs ion is  care fu ll y  w or ke d ou t an d m ad e ex pl ic it.
T he  In te rn ati onal Atomic  E ner gy Ag enc y S ta tu te  se ts  fo rt h  pr oc ed ur es  to  be fo llo wed  in th e ev en t of  vi ol at io n of  it s sy stem  of  sa fe guard s— th e sy stem  on which  A rt ic le  I I I  of  th e  N on- Pro li fe ra tion  T re a ty  is ba sed.  The se  in cl ud e:  a re port  by  th e in sp ec to rs  to th e D ir ecto r G en era l: th e tr an sm it ta l of  th e re port  by  th e  D ir ecto r Gen er al  to  th e  B oard  of  G overn ors : a ca ll up on  th e  st a te  conc erne d to  re m ed y th e si tu ati on  if  no n-co mpl ianc e is fo un d by th e B o ard : a re port  by th e  B oar d  to  th e mem be rs  of  IA EA  and to  th e  U.N . Sec uri ty  Co uncil  an d Genera l Ass em bl y;  an d th e B oard ’s de cision  to  cu rt a il  or su sp en d as si st an ce  in ev en t of  fa il u re  of th e st a te  co nc erne d to ta ke  “f ul ly  co rr ec tive ac tio n w ith in  a re as on ab le  tim e. ” or  to  ca ll fo r th e  re tu rn  of  m ate ri a ls  an d eq ui pm en t pr ev io us ly  m ad e av ai la bl e.  Pro vi sion  is  al so  m ad e fo r su sp en sion  of  th e non-comply ing st a te  fr om  m em be rship in th e IA EA .
Su sp en sion  of  th e  flow of  m ate ri a ls  an d th e pr ov is io n of en rich m en t, fuel fa bri cati on , or  re pr oc es sing  se rv ic es  ob ta in ed  ab ro ad  is th e ke y st ep  in th e sa nc tion in g process. B ut  su ch  a sa nc tion  wo uld  be w ithout eff ec t un less  th e su sp ec t nat io n w as  de pe nd en t on fo re ig n so ur ce s of su pp ly . Thi s re in fo rc es  th e advanta ges  fr om  th e ov eral l in te rn a ti ona l se cu ri ty  po in t of vie w of  in te rd ep en da nc e of  civi l nu cl ea r po w er  pro gr am s,  bu t co ns id er at io ns  of  na tion al  se cu ri ty  an d se cu ri ty  o f en er gy  sup pl y cut in  t he  opp os ite  d irec tion .
In  an y ev en t, sa nc tion s as so ci at ed w ith  th e N on- Pro li fe ra tion  T re aty  sa fe guard s sy stem  m us t be  ba se d on a co ns en su s in th e wor ld  co mm un ity  fa vo ra bl e to  no n- pr ol ifer at io n of  nucle ar wea po ns  in o rd er to be eff ec tiv e. Such a co nse ns us  m us t he bo th br oa d and  deep.  Fe w of  th e nat io ns which  are  now  or  will sh ort ly  arr iv e  a t th e nucle a r wea po ns  th re sh ol d a re  pre se ntly  co mm itt ed  to m ain ta in in g  a w or ld  ord er which  in cl ud es  th e N on- Pro li fe ra tion  T re aty  as  a bui ld in g block.  Tn th e de ca de  ah ea d a pri m ar y  ta sk  of  th e  nu clea r-w ea po n nati ons— th e U ni ted S ta te s and  th e So viet Un ion in p a rt ic u la r— will be to wor k to w ard  th e cr ea tion  of  an  in te rn ati onal po li tica l cl im at e in  which  nati ons in th e  proc es s of  e st ab li sh in g  la rg e nucl ea r po wer  pr ogra m s wi ll see  it  in th e ir  ow n in te re s t to  re fr a in  fr om  s tr u c tu ri n g  th e ir  pro gra m s in w ay s which  may  appear pr ov oc at iv e an d th re a te n in g  to  th e se cu ri ty  of  o th er na tion s.  An es se nt ia l in gre 

die nt of  such  a po li ti ca l cl im at e w ill  he th e ac hi ev em en t of  co nc re te  re su lt s by th e sup er po wer s in th e ir  own  n uc le ar  a rm s co nt ro l ne go tiat io ns .
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Let me turn  now to the  resolution of the  United Nations Security Council 
adopted on Jun e 19, 1968, outs ide the  fram ewo rk of the Non-Proli fera tion  
Tre aty  but inte nded to provide non-nuclear-weapon nations  which become par tie s 
to the Tre aty  with assurance  aga ins t nuc lear attack . Will it follow from thi s 
Secur ity Council reso lution tha t, as declared  by the three proponents,  any state 
which commits or threate ns  nuc lear aggression  “must be aware  th at  its  act ions 
are  to be countered effectively * * *”? Does such Secur ity Council action con
sti tute a relia ble nuc lea r secu rity “um bre lla” over the non-nuclear-weapon 
natio ns which becomes pa rtie s to  the Non-P roliferat ion Tre aty?

A major weakness of the  Security  Council assu rances  resolution is th at  the  
events which will bring it into  operatio n are “aggression” or “the  th re at  of 
aggression” with nuclear weapons again st a non-nuc lear-weapon sta te.  Thus, 
the resolution rests  on the well-known and unresolved  problems of defin ing 
aggression and  identifying the aggressor.  Determinat ion of the thresh old  ques
tion whether “aggression with  nuclear  weapons” has occurred in a p ar tic ul ar  case 
will be by th e usu al Security Council voting procedures on ma tte rs of substance, 
including the veto of any one of the  five permanen t members. Any action 
“through” the Sec urity Council under the  assurance s resolution  will require the 
supp ort or acquiescence of not only the  three sponsoring nuclear-weapon sta tes , 
the United Sta tes , Soviet Union and  United Kingdom, but  also the oth er two 
perm anent members  of the  Security Council, France  and  National ist China.  
Since Na tional ist China is both a non-nuclear-weapon sta te and a prim e ta rg et  
for  nuc lear th re at s from Communist China,  it  would probably suppor t action 
unde r the securi ty assurances resolution.  It  is not so c lear where Fran ce ’s in te r
ests lie in concret e cases. But the  resolution gives France, which has  refu sed  to 
sign the Non-Proliferat ion Tre aty , a large influence  over the ope rationa l effec
tiveness of the  securi ty assu rances  which many non-nuclear-weaf>on s ta tes view 
as a vita l, if not  integral, aspec t of th at  Treaty .

The securi ty assurance s reso lution also reaffirms the  rig ht  of ind ivid ual  or 
collective  self-defense unde r Art icle  51 of the  United Nations Charter.  This  
reaffirm ation may  be viewed as serv ing two main purposes . First , it neg ates any 
suggestion, which might be inferred from the  pledges by the three nuclear-  
weapon pa rti es  to the  Tre aty  to seek action thro ugh  the  Council, th at  the y had 
delegated in th ei r sta tem ents of inten tion any  veto-free power to the  Security  
Council. Second, reaffi rmation of the  rights  of individual and  collec tive self- 
defense provides a fall-back assura nce  to the  non-nuclear-weapon sta tes  if assis t
ance from or through the Security Council is not forthcoming . It  recognizes 
nuclear  securi ty gua ran tees which alread y exi st in collective securi ty agree
ments  with the  respective  allies of the  United Sta tes and the  Soviet Union, 
without  add ing  to or det rac ting from them. Moreover, if the  United State s and 
the  Soviet Union were  in agreement , nei the r the  veto of any  oth er Security  
Council permanen t member nor the absence of  sufficient tim e for Security Council 
action could block coordinated  super -power action outside the  Security Council 
on the basis of the  right of collective self-defense.

What , in practice, might the security assurances resolution  accom plish? We 
have been told  by both the Johnson and Nixon adm inistrations th at  resolution 
does not  cre ate  any  additional responsibili ties  for  the United Sta tes,  and  yet 
it has  been claim ed that  it is “poli tica lly of very considerable impor tance” that  
thre e of the  per manen t members of the  Security  Council have made  i t clear th at  
nuclear  aggress ion fell squarely within  the  primary responsibil ity of the  Se
curi ty Council. The  veto which  each permanen t member possesses lim its the  
probable ta rg et  of Secur ity Council action to China, and no oth er potent ial 
nuclear  aggressor. In this respect, the  Security  Council may become a principa l 
organ for  fu tu re  collaboration  between  the United  States and  the  .Soviet Union 
in the con tain ment of China—as long as China is not a member of the  United 
Nations.  China  sees the  Non-Pro liferation Trea ty as  j us t such collus ion between 
the superpowers. United  States-Soviet Union collaboration  in thi s respec t w ill be 
a mixed blessing. It  could in pa rti cu lar limit the  possibiliti es for  fu tu re  accom
modation between the United Sta tes  and  China.

Nevertheless, such open and  ins titu tional ized cooperation between the  two su
perpowers seems an important ingredient  of any meaningful securi ty assurance  
to non-aligned, non-nuc lear-weapon sta tes  such as India . It  is ironic  indeed, 
in thi s respect, th at  India, which was orig inal ly intended  as the pr im ary bene
ficiary of the  Secu rity Council resolution, has  declared  its inte ntio n not to  become 
a pa rty  to the Non -Pro liferation Tre aty . Thus, Ind ia has  appare ntl y decided  tha t 
whatever  sec uri ty benefits the re are  in the  resolution  are  not  worth  the  p rice  of 
join ing the  Treaty.
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Fina lly, a word about nuclear-free zones. In my judgment, this is not  a very 
impor tan t issue because the  prospects  for the  early ent ry into force of the Treaty 
of Tlatelolco, which would establish  a nuclear-f ree  zone in Latin America, are  
not very promising. A number  o f proposals  have been advanced for nuclear- free  
zones in the past in a var iety  of areas . Pre lim ina ry steps  have been ta ken  by the 
Organization  of African Unity  to establ ish  a nuclear- free  zone in Black  Africa. 
The  Soviet Bloc has  for  years urged  the creation of a nuclear- free zone in Cen
tr al  Europe, which, if implemented, would res ult  in the remova l of United 
Sta tes  nuc lear  forces from West Germany. As might be expected, all  such pro
posals have been given shor t sh rif t in NATO thus f ar.

How does a nuclear- free zone differ from  the  obligations  which  the  Non-Pro
life rat ion  Treaty would impose on non-nuclear-weapon par ties? There are  three 
ma jor  differences.

Fir st,  a nuclear-weapon sta te would be proh ibited under a nuclear- free  zone 
from deploying  nu clea r weapons wi thin the zone, even though ownership and con
tro l were retained by the  nuclear-weap on stat e. Thus, the Tre aty  of Tlatelo lco 
would prohib it the  signator ies from accepting the deployment on their te rr i
tories of nuc lear  weapons by any  nuclear-w eapon state. With  respect to the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco, however, the  U nited Sta tes has  indicated  its  unders tanding 
that  it would continue to ret ain  the  rig ht  to tra nspo rt nuc lear  weapons through 
the nuclear-free zone, and in p ar tic ular  through  th e Pa nam a Canal.

Second, in a nuclear- free zone as contemplated  by the Treaty of Tlatelolco,  
the re is provision made for  inspection if clandest ine nuc lear act ivi ties  are sus
pected within the  zone. Under  the Non -Pro liferation Treaty , safegu ard s are ap
plicable only to decla red peaceful nuclear act ivi ties  in a non-nuclear-weapon 
party.

The th ird  difference p ert ain s to the und erta kin gs of the  nuclear-weapon sta tes  
to respect the zone. The United State s has  signed but not  yet  ratif ied Protocol 
TI of the  Treaty of Tlatelolco which contains  an und ertaking “not  to use or 
thr ea ten  to  use  nu clear weapons a ga ins t the Con trac ting  P ar tie s........... ” I n sign
ing the  Protocol the United  Sta tes  made a sta tem ent  nar row ing  the  scope of its 
commitment not to use  nuclea r weapons to  ci rcum stances where no oth er nuclear- 
weapon sta te  is involved. Nevertheless, thi s is the  f irst  time a United Sta tes gov
ernment has agreed to accept any  legal res tric tion on its rig ht to use nuclear 
weapons other tha n the  general re st ra in ts  on the  use of force conta ined in the 
United Nat ions Char ter.

Of course,  the  Senate will prob ably  not  act upon the  Protocol until the  futu re 
prospects fo r putt ing  the  Latin American  nuc lear -free  zone into  effect become con
side rably brigh ter.  Thus, the issu e does not  seem to have much urgency a t present.

(The biography of Mr. Willrich follows:)
M aso n  W il lr ic h

Mason Willrich, Esq., is Pro fessor  of Law at  the Univers ity of Virgin ia and 
Director of its Cente r for  the  Study of Science, Technology and Publ ic Policy. 
Previously , Professo r Will rich served as Ass istant General Counsel in the United 
Sta tes  Arms Control Agency.

Bora in Cal ifornia  in 1933, Pro fessor  Willric h received the B.A. degree from 
Yale U nive rsity  and the LL.B. degree f rom the  School of Law of the U niversity  of 
Cal ifornia  a t Berkeley.

Profess or Willr ich was admitted to t he  b ar  of the Sta te of Cali forn ia in 1961. 
Wi th the  Arms Control and  Dis arm ament  Agency from 1962 through 19135, he 
served on the U.S. De legation to the  E ighteen-Na tion Disarmame nt Committee in 
Geneva and  to th e In ter na tio na l Atomic Energ y Agency in  Vienna.

He has served  as a  consul tan t to a  number of agencies, inclu ding the U.S. Arms 
Control and  Disarmame nt Agency, the U.S. Naval War College, and the  Wash
ington Cente r of Foreign Policy Research of Joh ns Hopkins University.

Pro fessor  Wil lrich  has wr itt en  extensively  for  perio dica ls on the control of 
nucle ar weapons and  their  development a s well as on the control of civil nuclear  
power. The Ju ly  1968 He arings of the  Sena te Foreign Relations Commit tee on 
the  Nonprol ifera tion Trea ty con tain  his testimony and  a prepared sta tem ent  on 
the Treaty . A recent work, Non-Proliferation  Tre aty : Fram eicork for  Nuclear 
Arms  Control, was publi shed by the  Michie Company.

Mr. Zablocki. Thank yon very much. Both  o f your statements are 
very fine statements. We  appreciate your presentations.

Dr. Rostow, the theme of your remarks is tha t there is nothing
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wrong, bas ica lly,  w ith  U.S.  al liance s th a t c loser co opera tion a mo ng the 
na tio ns  wil l no t resolve. But  how likely , real ly , is inc reased  coopera 
tion, now th at the  w or ld  has  tu rn ed  a way fro m the  b ipolar  a lin em ent ?

Dr . Rostow. Th ere are , as I  tr ie d  to  indic ate , confl icti ng forces  at  
work wi th in  ou r Eur op ea n all ian ce  an d ou r re la tio ns hip with  the 
ma in cou ntr ies  of th e Pacifi c as wel l, a desire fo r indepe ndenc e, on 
the one ha nd , a desir e to  avo id th e st ra in  an d th e conflict  o f po lit ica l 
tension, bu t at  t he  same t ime an inc rea sin g aware nes s o f thei r de pe nd 
ence up on  the  Un ited  St ates  on the  other.

As 1 said  in  my p re pa re d rem ark s, t he  pa rado x is tha t, 20 y ears af te r 
the  war, despi te the po lit ica l, economic  and social recovery of  E ur op e

» an d Ja pan , Eur op e an d Ja pan  are now mo re dependent on pr otec 
tio n by the  U ni ted  S ta te s tha n was the case 20 years ago,  because  of  th e 
th re at  of n uc lea r weapo ns.

So I  th in k th a t all  we can hope  f or  and  work fo r is th at  re al ity  w ill
* prevail  over  il lus ion s, and th at  p at te rn s of  inc rea sin g coopera tio n wi ll

deve lop, as the y have  develope d in ma ny  a reas. Take,  f or  ex ample , the 
are a o f cooperat ion  amo ng the r ich  co untrie s i n h elping  the  develo pin g 
nat ion s.

There , with in  th e l as t few y ear s, we ha ve seen an ex trao rd in ar y sh if t 
to mul til ater al  aid prog rams in which  the U.S . sh are has  drop pe d 
steadi ly. The se consor tia  or  co nsult ati ve  grou ps  are organiz ed  un de r 
the  chairm an sh ip  of  the  W orld  Ba nk  o r th e IM F and rea lly  func tio n 
as effective in st ru men ts  of coopera tion an d bu rden  shar ing.  Th ey  are  
much more e ffective,  I th ink , in pr ov id in g advice,  te chn ica l ass istanc e, 
and aid  to the  deve lop ing  n ati on s than  a series of  bi lat eral  pr og rams 
could be.

In  the field of  economics, where  we have seen th e Ke nnedy ro un d 
an d the Rio  ag ree me nt in the  la st  couple  of  years , and very effec tive 
coo per ation in he ad ing off a nu mb er of  m on eta ry  crise s, t he re  I th in k 
the  choice  h as  been  made to pre ser ve  a  single , un itar y wo rld  economy 
with en orm ous ad va nta ge s fo r a ll con cern ed, an d to cooper ate  in b uild
ing  it up,  in st re ng then in g it, ra th er  t ha n weake nin g it .

I t would  be ve ry  easy to move  tow ard au ta rchy  an d frag m en ta tio n 
th ro ug h pol icie s of  prote ction ism  in th e face of  the  e normous difficul
ties  a nd  s trains  o f the  ba lan ce-of -pa ym ents pro blems  in  th e wo rld . B ut  
ste adily , cri sis  aft er cris is, the coun tries have  chosen the pat h o f coo p
era tion. So I  don ’t  de spair  th at th is  idea  will pre vail.

» I  don’t mean it  wi ll prevail  100 perc ent. I t nev er does. B ut I  th in k
the  p at te rn  ca n be pre ser ved  i f we w ork  a t it  and  i t c er ta in ly  s hould  be 
pre served  in ou r na tio na l in ter es t.

Mr . Zablocki . Tur ni ng  fro m the clos er coo perat ion  with  ou r all ies
« to ou r a llia nce s, wha t c loser co opera tion do you foresee w ith  ou r a dv er 

saries, with  t he  Sovie t Un ion  ? Le t me give you  an exam ple.
Would you  ca re  to  comment,  i f wTe rec ogn ize or  hav e some tr ad e re la 

tions or  closer  re lat ions  wi th  Ch ina , will  th is  enh ance or  de te r ou r 
closer  coopera tio n with  the Sovie t Un ion ? Ho w wo uld  ou r eff ort s in 
tryi ng  t o ge t closer  r elati on s with  one or  t he  o ther  r eact on one or  th e 
oth er,  or  how  w ould it  affect  o ur  na tio na l sec ur ity  ?

Dr . Rostow. Fr om  the  b eg inn ing of  the  cold  w ar  p er iod,  t he  d om i
na nt  aim  of  ou r forei gn  po licy has  been to reach some k ind o f an u nd er 
sta nd ing an d acc ommodat ion  with  t he  Sovie t Un ion, wh ich  ha d been 
ou r a lly  an d a ssocia te in th e w ar  again st Hit le r.  We he sit ate d fo r a long 
tim e w’hen  t he y bro ke the Yal ta  and Po tsd am  agreem ent s, because of 
ou r de sire to  rea ch  an  un de rs tand ing w ith  them .
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We offered the Baruch plan,  the rejection of which was the true 
turn ing  point , the true beginning of  the cold war, an irrevocable trag
edy from which the nuclear arms race followed.

We offered Marshall plan aid, you will remember, to the Soviet 
Union and to the countries of Eastern Europe.  Throughout  this pe
riod, American i>olicy under  a ll the postwar  Presiden ts has been very 
sensitive to the possibilities of reaching an understanding with the 
Soviet Union tha t would eliminate or minimize the risks in Europe, 
in the Middle East, and in the Far  East.

I think  that  will remain a major theme of American policy for pro
found reasons of national interest because, af ter all, we and the Soviet 
Union are now custodians of  ultimate power, nuclear power, the power 
to destroy civilization itself.

We have always sought to find a basis for bringing China into the 
family of nations on a basis of cooperation and acceptance of the rules 
of interna tional  law. Every time any such approach has been made, 
of course, some event happened which set back the efforts—the in
vasion of Korea, or  arrests  of  consuls, or an attack here, or something 
of th at kind.

I think it  is extremely important to manage the process of approach
ing China without  threa tenin g or seeming to threaten the possibility 
of good relations with the Soviet Union. We have done that.

In  the fall of 1966, you may recall, we changed our position on the 
issue of Chinese Communist representa tion in the U.X. We voted, and 
voted again the following 2 years, for study resolutions tha t would 
examine the problem against the background of the structu re of the 
Security Council. We did it very carefully, without  making it an in
flammatory issue, because our national goal—and I find in going 
around the country and speaking, and in resuming my conversation 
with students afte r 2 ^  years down here—nothing needs saying more 
of ten : t hat  our national security interest  in foreign policy is the crea
tion of a system of peace.

A system of peace doesn’t mean tha t we choose between China and 
the Soviet Union. I t means that  we want to have decent and fru itfu l 
relations with both, and we want to persuade both to  accept the notion 
of live and let live, and of accommodation within a balance of power 
and a system of order in which we can all survive.

Tha t doesn’t mean self-deception, i t doesn’t mean illusions, it doesn’t 
mean kidding ourselves tha t the cold war is over. B ut it means that if 
we pursue tha t goal and keep th at goal and t ha t criterion in fron t of 
us, we will not be caught in a trap  of t rying to  play one against the 
other and finding ourselves embroiled, perhaps, with both.

Mr. Zablocki. Do you foresee any breakthrough in our Sino-Soviet 
policy in the near  future? If  you do, what, in your opinion, should be 
the key effort on the part  of the United States toward a breakthrough ?

I)r. Rostow. I  am not much of  a prophet, Mr. Chairman. I believe 
we should persevere, as I said in my prepared remarks, and intensify  
our efforts to reach an understanding with the Soviet Union and Com
munist China because of the risks of the nuclear race and its escalation.

I think, obviously, the front s to watch are Vietnam and the Middle 
East. I can see no reason why we and the Soviet Union cannot reach 
an understanding on each of these two questions which could lead to
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the ir resolution. Th at was the  way the Korean  crisis was resolved in 
the early  1950’s.

As far  as the Middle Eas t is concerned, the possibilities of a fai r 
and dignified settlement are there. F rom what  we know of the position 
of both pa rties, a settlement, a decent settlement, a sett lement of peace, 
a settlement of dign ity, is possible.

What is needed is  will, a will to  make peace, especially on the p ar t 
of the United Arab Republic, which has prim ary responsibility thus 
far  for blocking the Ja rr ing mission. There, I think, Soviet-Amer
ican cooperation could be, and should be, helpful.

As far  as the Far  E ast  is concerned, I  never thought tha t any pat-  
» tern  except the pat tern of Korea would work. It  remains to be seen

how far  the Sovie t Union can and will go in working for peace. There , 
of course, the element of China  in the  equation is very important.

Mr. Zablocki. I  hesitate  to pursue this , but I value your judgm ent 
- so much, Dr. Rostow. I  know there is no easy solution. But if there  is

any fur ther specific steps tha t we should take that you have in mind, 
would you care to share them with us?

Dr. Rostow. I think the only possibility of finding these formulas, 
I think, is through quiet diplomacy, and I have no magic formula to 
provide or to  offer. Whatever thoughts I had, of course, I  turned over 
to Secretary Rogers when I left, and I have had no new inspiration 
since.

Air. Zablocki. I thank you.
I might  say to both witnesses, you can comment whenever you desire 

on any question asked. We will not press for an answer, bu t you are 
free to make any comment you want on any answer and on any 
question.

Governor Thomson.
Mr. Thomson. T hank  you, Mr. Chairman. I would like  to ask Mr. 

Will rich a question.
I am a l ittle bit  disturbed  about your comment on the peaceful use 

of atomic energy. I thought possibly President Eisenhower and Mr. 
Strauss had a tremendous idea about desalinization in Israe l and the 
Arab States, tha t were going to turn  them into a Garden of Eden. They 
would all have viable economies. Now you have suggested that  they 
could acquire enough fissionable material to become nuclear powers. 
Certain ly that  raises some grave questions.

* Wha t are the requirements in changing civil nuclear p rograms into
mili tary  programs ? How long would it take  ?

Mr. W illricii. I might  address  myself first to the precursor  to your 
question about what are the requirements, if I might. I have looked

> into the question of the proposals tha t were advanced by Admiral
Strauss  and on which I  believe some hearings were held in the Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee.

I must say th at I was ra ther amazed on the details of  those proposals 
to find out that what actually was proposed was ultimately 2,200 mega
watts of insta lled electric power, which would produce, in addition to 
the electric power, 3,000 million gallons  per day o f water. There would 
be th ree plan ts and the tota l electric capacity would be 2,200 mega
watts, and each of the plants would produce 1,000 million gallons  per 
day of water.
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The proposal was, as expressed by Admiral Strauss,  for the first 
plant to be located in Israel,  for  the second plant to be located in Israel, 
and for the thi rd  p lant  to be located in Jordan or Israel. It  seemed to 
me tha t th is was a ra ther  unbalanced approach to peace in the Middle 
East.

Moreover, it  seemed to me tha t in terms of installed nuclear power 
capacity, it was clearly recognized th at  the Middle E ast  would be un
able to absorb th is amount of  electr icity if it were ever produced. The 
tota l installed capacity of Israe l today  is about 720 megawatts. So if  
you envision adding in 2,200 additional megawatts, you are in  trouble 
finding a market for the electricity which comes off.

I have difficulty also in seeing the  logic of adding these very large 
and complicated technological fixes to what are basically very difficult 
political problems. I think you have to take a political approach to 
political  problems. The technological fix usually works out costing 
you a lot of research and development money and frequently is not 
implemented.

Now, as to the requirements for  a nuclear weapon from a civil 
nuclear power program, a nuclear fuel cycle consists of uranium which 
thereaf ter moves into a fuel fabrication plan t, or it goes th roug h an 
enrichment plan t where it is s lightly enriched, not fully  enriched to 
weapon-grade uranium, and formed into  fuel elements.

From there  it goes into the reactor and it is irrad iated . At  tha t 
time the  plutonium is produced in  the  fuel elements. Then the fuel ele
ments are removed from the power reacto r and go into a chemical 
processing plan t where, by chemical means, the plutonium which has 
been produced is separated out. I t is a chemical processing plant t ha t 
you ar rive at a po int where you have in your hands plutonium t ha t is 
available for  eithe r recycling into a peaceful nuclear fuel program or 
possibly diversion into a milita ry program.

If  you talk about the speed with  which a country  could acquire 
nuclear  weapons i f i t has its own chemical processing plants, as Ind ia 
does al ready, as West Germany, Jap an,  and a couple of  others plan 
to have in the very near fu ture , then the  step from a civil nuclear power 
program to a weapon program can be very short.

On the other hand, if you don’t have a chemical processing plant,  
then it would take some time in te rms o f if  you had  reactors, to build 
that, plant, if  you are relying  on foreign sources for chemical processing 
services. So the leadtime would be considerably longer.

Fina lly,  if you talk  about having enrichment technology, if you 
have a p lan t for enriching uraniu m in your te rrito ry, then, of course, 
the leadtime would be very short. I  don’t believe there is any pa r
ticu lar magic in designing a crude nuclear weapon that will work.

Air. T homson. You talk  about  a short leadtime or a longer leadtime. 
What are  the time elements?

Air. AVillrtch. There is a lot of speculation about this. Aluch depends 
upon whether a country is conducting a mili tary  research program 
along with  its civil nuclear power  program.

AIv understanding of the nonproliferation trea ty is tha t it  does 
not prohibit anyth ing short of what  is termed in the trea ty “manu
facture.” There is a grea t deal of dispute as to what actual weapons 
manufacture consists of. Bu t assuming a nonprolife ration  trea ty is 
in effect, i f a civil nuclear power at the same time has a research pro-
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gram going on regard ing design, I  would say th at all you have to do 
is to stop at the safeguards, take  the plutonium out of the chemical 
processing pla nt and build your bomb, and you could do it in 6 
months.

Mr. Thomson. Have you concluded tha t we were misguided in our 
atoms for peace program or tha t we have failed to have adequate 
controls?

Mr. W illrich. Tha t is one of the really difficult questions. I don’t 
think  it is really  too helpful to look backward on this one, because it 
is over and done with. I don’t par ticu larly enjoy mounting attacks on 
prio r admin istrat ions, whether they are Democrats or Republicans, 
because clearly both administ rations , both Republicans and Democrats, 
have supported atoms for peace.

I believe if  we had  it to do over again, knowing wha t we know now, 
tha t we m ight have taken an approach which would not have quite 
the accelerating effect tha t we have had, not only for the security  
implications, but  because of the economic implications. The economic 
implications—our economic projections—have historically  been overly 
optimistic.

I would r ath er look forward. If  you look forward, it becomes very 
pessimistic unless you are willing  to put some real foreign policy 
muscle behind a thorough analysis of what the  problem real ly is.

My main  p oint in the  statement is th at  I  do not believe tha t if  you 
take a broad  look at the executive branch and a broad look at the 
Congress, and a broad look at the American people, that any one of 
those three segments are aware of what is very clearly foreseeable in 
terms of technological trends.

Dr. Rostow. Could I add a word on tha t, Governor? I t might be 
helpful.

I agree with Professor Willrich th at  the spread of  plutonium in the 
world is a very real problem, a very al arming problem in many ways, 
and that  the nonprolife ration  trea ty is one road to an answer, or 
one theme of  a possible answer providing  for safeguards , as he said, 
and for inspections and verifications and so on. I t may not be sufficient.

I am not concerned as he was about the  security implications of the  
development of civil nuclear power in Euro pe and Jap an.  I believe 
tha t o ur working relations with the United Kingdom, with Euratom  
and with  Ja pa n in this  field, and the ir prospective improvement in 
the ligh t of experience, were adequate safeguards so far  as security 
breaches were concerned.

There is  a much greater risk in other areas, where the tex ture  of our 
political relations is not so secure. I  agree it is a problem th at needs to 
be examined and studied carefully .

I don’t th ink  one should conclude from this  tha t the real ity of the 
problem throws doubts on the wisdom of the atoms for  peace program 
which has been pursued for the last 15 years, because in the absence of 
such a program, I think we would have had a much more intensive 
effort on the pa rt of many countries to become independent nuclear 
powers themselves.

In  this  way, many countries sav a -way of par ticipat ing in advanced 
nuclear technology with all i ts industr ial implications without becom
ing nuclear weapons states. So I  th ink the  absence of such a program
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would have meant a greater disintegrative force, a greater weakening 
force with in the s tructure of world politics.

Mr. W illrich. May I  respond to the respondent for a moment?
1 would essentially agree with th a t; that th e most th at a non-atoms- 

for-peace decision could have done would have been to buy us a lit tle 
more time, and then the problem would have emerged in any event.

You feel th at it would have accelerated, had we not taken the deci
sion. But  what concerns me is not so much our working relations with 
Jap an  and West Germany in this matter, which I think probably are 
good, but, rather, the impact on other countries and, therefore,  the 
indirec t effects on our working relations  with West Germany and 
Japan of the ir really major civil nuclear power programs.

I am concerned about just  the  availability of plutonium in West 
Germany on, for example, West Germany’s relat ionship  with Eastern  
Europe, with Sweden, and even with  France and Italy. I think those 
are the  relationships which wi ll ind irectly  affect U.S. foreign policy in 
a very substan tial way. By the same token, Japa n’s capabilities will 
affect our relations with  the countries in Asia.

Mr. Zablocki. I f I may at thi s point, it is my understanding that 
the United S tates has undertaken  through p rivate enterpr ise—General 
Electric , specifically—quite an export program in the civil nuclear pro
gram in the various countries, even smaller countries. Are you aware 
of this, and can you provide for  the  committee the  extent of the  civil 
nuclear program where the United States  is a par ty ?

Mr. W illrich. I would p refe r that you get th at kind of  information 
from the Atomic Energy Commission, because I am sure their sources 
would be accurate. I t is readily available, Mr. Chairman. I m ight com
ment tha t you omitted, just  to get the record stra ight , one of the com
petitors,  Westinghouse.

Mr. Zablocki. GE and Westinghouse,
Mr. Willrich. I have no in teres t in e ither, so I can put them both 

on a par. There are some other  countries who are also interested in 
gett ing into the business of  foreign  sales. I  think, though, in the long 
term, wi thout getting into the  precise numbers of sales—but I do know 
they have been, for example, to India,  Spain,  and quite a bi t in Europe, 
and in Europe it is increasingly in the form of licensing agreements 
rath er than  actually build ing reactors there—in the long term these 
countries are going to acquire th eir own technology. They may depend 
on the United  States for a while in the form of licensing agreements, 
know-how agreements, but they are going to acquire thei r own tech
nology as rapidly as they can.

Mr. Zablocki. I t is my understanding, however, tha t even in under
developed countries the United States is entering  into agreements with 
GE and Westinghouse.

Mr. Willrich. In  the developing countries, the only one tha t we have 
actually committed ourselves to is a reactor in India . I believe that is 
correct. There was quite a competition for a sale down in Argentina, 
but the West Germans suppl ied that  reactor. Then the Canadians have 
been supplying reactors to Pak istan, two pow’er reactors to Pakistan. 
Also, they have been supplying the follow-ons to the  reactor in the I n
dian civil nuclear reactor program.

Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Fulton .



Mr. F ultox. I find myself in an ent irely different school. The world 
to me is not such a terr ible  place. It  isn’t always jus t facing  disaster, 
nor dominated by cruel men or cruel peoples, tha t will destroy each 
other on the flick of the switch. I feel tha t the world is meant for 
progress and tha t it should be an open world. So tha t pu ts me against  
the Communists or  Fascist s or anybody who opposes an open world.

I would never in any relation hold back peaceful development be
cause somebody might shoot me at the door of the plant. I feel that  the 
world should progress. We in America should remember tha t the only 
people ever destroyed in anger by any atomic weapon were by us. No 
other nation has ever dest royed any person in anger except the  Uni ted 
States of America.

We are always afra id. Sure, we should be afra id, when we have 
attitudes like this. If  the U.S.S.R. down in Guatemala had nuclear 
weapons aimed at us and our cities and refused to withdraw, I am 
afra id that  I  would be a little bit put out if I  lived in the city of Pitt s
burgh , which T do.

The other point about it is this : If  we are going to have a world 
trade system which binds the nations together, let’s get on with it. 
Let ’s not go back in history and sav that under the Eisenhower ad
minist ration, 10 years of history, if we had done this and done that  
it would have been different. As a matter of fact, reasoning on the lines 
you gentlemen reason, the first conference should be abolishing the 
automobile because in th e U nited States  it is kil ling 54,000 people this 
year and maiming thousands of others. That  isn't the way c ivilization 
develops.

One other point is, if the nuclear thre at is so great, obviously the 
United States should immediately start, on an experimental program 
and take it to the very edge of tolerance in the atmosphere on pollution 
and then nobody in the world can put  any off. You can’t have any 
nuclear weapons in the atmosphere. I t makes them all obsolete.

So I  am in a much different school. I  hope th at everybody soon has 
nuclear and atomic weapons, and they all have the same fears tha t you 
have stewing over them 15 hours a day,  and that  they finally come to 
the conclusion we can’t operate  w ith fears in this wo rld ; we have to 
operate for progress  and cooperate.

Don’t th ink that ther e aren’t c rimina ls in the United Nations  nor 
in international relations. There are. One good thing about it is that 
every nation does not agree with us in the United  States. I  think tha t 
is fine: tha t there is room for disagreement, because if  all the nations 
agreed with  the  same establishment,  and it becomes one establishment. 
God help the people who aren’t in the  establishment, either within  the 
country or  in the developing countries, because everything will be done 
just, for them.

My point to the gentleman from Ha rvard is why don’t we emphasize 
the positive and the optimistic side and stop quarre ling so much as to 
the rate of progress throu gh nuclear and atomic development, even 
for peaceful means? There  is some question here as to whether it 
should be done.

My feeling, too, is tha t an integrated  world, with a great variety  of 
systems of government and peoples, is probably to be desired.



190

The second point is, if i t is simply a question of time, which both 
of you seem to accept, until all the nations will have nuclear and 
fissionable weapons, then the question comes as to whether they will 
be selling them in high school chemistry sets if it gets this easy. 
Maybe if we are looking ahead with the purpose of putting nuclear 
power to constructive uses through these conferences, limit ing the use 
of weapons as we go, they can see in the long run they are going to be 
equal with us. What  do you s ay to that?

Dr. R ostow. In the first place, I don’t come from H arvard .
Mr. Zablocki. He comes from Yale.
Mr. F ulton. The other gentleman?
Mr. Zablocki. Virginia.
Mr. F ulton. I had upped you. I am sorry.
Dr. R ostow. Seriously, I didn’t mean to sound gloomy and pessi

mistic, Congressman Fulton.
Mr. F ulton. You both did to me. In  fact, I sort of weathered you 

both this morning.
Dr. R ostow. But  I must  say I don’t come away from my two 

years of experience in the Government full of easy optimism. I don’t 
find the problems easy, capable of easy solution.

The chairman referred, or perhaps it was Governor Thomson, to 
the possibility of finding nice, brave, bold, new solutions in the 
universities. That is a possibility, and tha t is w hat univers ity study 
should produce—new insights  based on deep and disinterested 
scholarships. I  think the n et result  for we of the experience of working 
in government for a couple of years is the  realization tha t you don’t 
have a different view of the world in government; you have a lit tle 
more intelligence or a few frills of information, b ut no t much more. But 
you do function under an iron law of responsibility. You can’t in
dulge in the pleasure of saying somebody made a mistake 10 years 
ago and tha t is the source of all our troubles. That doesn’t do you 
any good.

As one of my colleagues in the State Department used to say, 
the trouble with this kind of work is that you have to deal with 
the situation as it is.

The other thing you can’t do is to escape from reality  by making 
a Utopian speech about a solution tha t you know isn’t feasible, 
isn’t possible. That puts  a certain bleakness into one’s perspective. 
I am sorry about  that . I don’t mean to sound hopeless. I am not 
hopeless, and I  don’t th ink the risks of a general war are overpowering, 
but  ne ither am I  a facile optimist.

Mr. F ulton. Don’t you think when we are going into mult i
latera l aid programs on the world scene much more, tha t possibly 
the United States  should likewise take the lead in such programs, 
regardless of governments. And at the risk of maybe seeming out 
of order don’t you think that we ought to go to the U.S.S.R. and 
ask where we can develop together rath er than in competition, 
going into elements of that  constructive type so tha t we gradually 
use up the excess energies which we b oth obviously have?

Dr. R ostow. We have  tried that . Of course, i t takes two to tango. 
It  is very difficult to get them to agree to joint programs, even in 
the exploration of space, for fear, I think, tha t they  will be exposed 
to the charge which the Chinese Communists throw at them all the 
time of collusion with us at the expense of world revolution.



So fa r none of these proposals for joint  action in the field of aid 
or other areas have matured . But it isn’t the fault  of the U.S. Gov
ernment.

Mr. Zablocki. Professor Willrich.
Mr. Willrich. I might respond jus t to respectful ly dissent from 

the view that  the spread of nuclear weapons could be a very good 
thing. I know there  is tha t school of thought .

Mr. F ulton. No, I said nuclear power.
Mr. Willrich. I am sorry; I misunderstood you.
On the civil nuclear power point, I want to re itera te my own feeling 

tha t I do not att ack the original atoms for peace decision. What I 
am concerned about is tha t we sta rt from where we are and look 
forward because, particularly  relat ing to your point, Mr. Fult on, we 
should try  to work toward integra tion rather  than disintegration .

There is, a t the present time, integrat ion between the civil nuclear 
power programs among various countries. However, the trends are 
in the opposite direction, very clearly. They are toward economic 
nationalism, and toward the establishment of nuclear power pro
grams which are independent. This is the way the trends go.

I must say that  1 think, and maybe I jus t fundamentally disagree 
with you, sir, that  the control of technology, control of our research 
and development activity , is one of the key issues, if you look toward  
the future. We have, for a long time—our technology—produced a 
wonderful range of products,  and we have not been aware of various 
deferred payments tha t are involved in those products, the auto 
mobile and air pollution being a prime example in addition to the 
55,000 people who are killed on the highways annually.

Wha t I am very concerned about  is that we begin to examine in 
terms of technological development what  the sunk costs, wha t the 
full costs in addition to the sunk costs are, what the  deferred payments 
are for society. This is where we really get hung up.

All of a sudden we wake up one day and somebody has to sta rt 
paying those payments tha t we have been deferring. Then everybody 
gets i rritated  abou t it.

Wha t I am try ing to suggest here is th at there is a deferred paym ent 
in terms of security  tha t we are talking about  in civil nuclear power 
programs. What I am primarily interes ted in doing is focusing a tten
tion on the fact  tha t tha t deferred payment exists so that  we fully 
understand  what we are talking about.

Mr. F ulton. Where we disagree strongly is that you would put 
controls on power development, both military and civil, as well as 
research and technological development, which is a political control 
for a specific purpose. Th at purpose is tha t we shall not destroy 
each other because that is the most powerful element in your mind.

My comment on tha t is t ha t it isn’t enough to hold back scientific 
progress and the integrat ion of the world, because we are going to 
have some people killed. Bu t there is no doubt that it shouldn’t be 
done overall simply because we have some bad actors either at home 
in the criminal scene, or criminals in the international scene. So I 
am in exactly the opposite school from you.

I glad to see somebody as intelligent as yourself maintaining the 
opposite side. You see, your position will not only, as we go, put 
nuclear and atomic power fissionable materials  under a political 
constraint and restra int, but  i t will also tend to spread to all research
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and technological development, because these are then to you threa ts 
in lesser degree. So you would then have a presidium in the world 
of certain people who have these summits and who then convene 
and dispose.

Not me, you see. I have already said I want these people to come 
up to the point where they feel they are equal with us.

The  defect of yours is if we limit everything on this high level, it 
then gets to be size of population which will control. In tha t race, the 
United States  is already outclassed and will be more so in the future.

Mine is a much different world. In stead  of the controls, the neutral  
zones, which cannot be enforced any more than  in Korea or Vietnam, 
instead of this kind of a patched-up world, with  fighting continuing on «
from year to year against ultimate disaster, mine is more open. Mine 
is le t’s go, everybody in.

So you see, you in the organization world fight very well. In mine, 
the basic organizations would have to change. *

Mr. Willrich. Let me just  negate the implication. At least it was 
not intended, if there were an implication, tha t I was suggesting any 
presidium, either between ourselves and the Soviet Union, between 
ourselves and our allies, or between ourselves and ourselves.

I share with you the  view tha t the world jus t doesn’t work tha t way 
at all. But  I  will come back to the point tha t I do feel th at one of the 
key issues, as we look toward  the future, is whether world politics, 
internationa l politics, can master technology, or whether we are going 
to become the servants of our  own technology.

Mr. Fulton. But I am not going to put  the child in the speeding 
Cadillac at 80 miles an hour  when it has obviously shown it doesn’t 
know how to control the machine, nor politically advance tha t way.
So I have a much broader  base of progress than you speak of.

Th at is all. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Fraser.
Mr. Fraser. I will pass for the moment.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Taft .
Mr. Taft. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Professor Rostow, I was rather interested in your comparison in 

your paper between the nice, pure, unadulterat ed, George Washington- 
type  of isolationism, and the neoisolationism of today.

I t seems to me tha t there are some p retty broad differences tha t 
raise some questions of validity of any comparison. Let me s tar t with 
one specifically. Tha t is to suggest tha t the dominant attitude  on the 
campuses and in the academic world, toward the question of isolation
ism seems to have been completely reversed between these two 
periods.

Would you care to comment on that?
Dr. Rostow. Yes, of course I  will, Congressman Taft.
When I joined the Yale faculty in 1938, the atmosphere, I won’t say 

the dominant atmosphere, hut  at least the most visible and audible 
atmosphere, was strongly isolationist, very much against getting 
involved in the war in Europe. As a m atte r of fact, some of the same 
people are still functioning, and making the same speeches.

So I would say atti tude s in tha t sense haven’t changed at all. I 
wanted to distinguish three or four different classes of critics of our 
foreign policy in my prepared statement.

Mr. Taft. To move on a little  further, if I might, within a couple 
of years la ter this had reversed, had it not, from 1938?
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Dr. Rostow. Only after Pearl Harbor; not until then. What the 
basic opinion was, if you had taken a Gallup Poll, I think, would have 
been pretty much what the opinion was in the country. Bu t the 
visible, audible opinion, the decibels were being made by the  American 
Firsters then. Th at  was just  as true at Harva rd.

Mr. Taft. I must  have been an unobservant  studen t. My im
pression of the facul ty at tha t time in the universities generally was 
exactly the contrary.

Dr. Rostow. I was engaged then as a young faculty member in a 
prolonged seminar with other colleagues. I was, I think, really the 
only full-throated  intervent ionist, the only William Allen White r 
around.

But  I think  the attit ude  or basic theme tha t I found so centra l in 
my own effort to explain foreign policy to audiences around the 
country during the last couple of years, and in my own thinking 
about it, is that this tension between the past and the present, is the 
key question in determining American attitudes toward world affairs. 
We have to get over our experience of isolation, reason it out  and 
persuade ourselves emotionally that the world has indeed changed 
since 1900, and tha t there is no one any more to protect us as the 
British and the French used to do. We have to do this, I believe, 
before we can accept the world as i t is and the burdens which have 
come to us, not  as transitory, one-shot operations tha t we can engage 
in and then pull back, as we did in 1917, but as a continuing  part of 
our political lives, attra cting  allies, building up coalitions, building 
up circumstances in which we won’t have to bear so much of the 
burden, but  never escaping this responsibili ty which is a responsibility 
to ourselves, for our own security.

We do not engage in world politics to be kind to anyone else. Our 
programs are designed to protect our own national interest in achiev
ing a situa tion in which, as Congressman Fulton says, we can live in 
an open world, moving around, having contact with people, not 
living in a garrison state.

To me, that  is the central problem of our foreign policy. As you 
noted in my prepared remarks, I did have a little fun trying to dis
tinguish among various classes of critics. But I wanted to stress tha t 
if we pick the right premise, if we can agree on what the criterion is 
for judging our foreign policy, then  at least we will eliminate some ir
relevant kinds of criticisms, attack ing policy for the wrong reasons.

Mr. Taft. Of course, there is a  new fac tor in this whole question, 
is there not? Tha t is tha t behind the thinking in connection with 
our internationa l policies today there is a question of putt ing a pri
ority between domestic policy and international policy?

I have a hard time seeing tha t tha t was a major factor in the isola
tionism of the pre-World War II  era. For one thing, there wasn’t the 
tremendous volume of governmental activity in every field and there 
wasn’t a recognition of the need for making progress as quickly on 
some fronts.

Dr. R ostow. I remember one of the Yale professors of tha t 
period who was intensely aware of the risks tha t the rise of Hitler 
represented for the United States  proposed a naval building program 
as a cure for the depression—a big policy of shipbuilding as kind of a 
public works program, addressed to the depression.
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But  there is, of course, tha t concern now, and a very natural con
cern it is. I, myself, can see no conflict between social progress at home, 
which I strongly favor, and maintaining the safety of the Nation  
abroad, which I also strongly favor.

We are growing at the rate of nearly $50 billion a year in gross 
national product. Our tax rate is not  wha t it was even during the 
Korean war. We can afford progress and security. The question is, 
do we understand the nature  of the problem and are we, therefore, 
willing to pay for it?

Mr. Taft. Let me move to one other question, if I might. That is 
this:

Both of you gentlemen are professors of law. It  seems to me that  
one of the real problems tha t we have is tha t there has been simply 
no progress whatsoever insofar as the development of internationa l 
law is concerned during a period in which the problems have multi 
plied many times. There have been a ttem pts to approach this.

I remember Ambassador Goldberg’s statement when he took over 
the U.N. job. I had a burst of hope that  we were going to see some 
real leadership by the United States  in the field of developing leader
ship in international  law. But  I am afraid tha t I don’t see i t now.

Are we going to be able to do something about this? Do you have 
any suggestions about what direction we can go? We are talking  
about the nuclear situation. Should we take some kind of a position 
with regard to nuclear agreements, anyway, tha t we automatically 
give the World Court jurisdiction or give some other body jurisdic 
tion over disputes, and attempt to build some set of standards or 
body of law so tha t we are not simply dealing on an ad hoc basis with 
each situation?

Dr. Rostow. I  put  the little  book I finished last December in the 
framework of inte rnational  law and its evolution under the stresses 
of modem political life for precisely the reason you mention: Tha t 
we have a very great interest , I  agree, in consolidating and developing 
international law and should take the lead, insofar as leadership is 
possible, in tha t work.

But  the interplay between politics and experience in law is just as 
real in international law as it is elsewhere. The basic problem I 
addressed in tha t book, the control of aggression, requires not the 
development of new law, b ut the acceptance of existing law, namely, 
the law of the Charter of the United  Nations which codifies law 
which had been emerging for nearly  a century—a legal doctrine of 
a political principle making aggressive war a crime, or at least an 
offense against the law of nations.

So here we have no t so much a problem of developing law as getting 
its acceptance. In the area of the United Nations activity,  an enormous 
amount of work is going on in the codification and the revision of 
existing public international law with respect to maritime law and the 
law of treaties, and a good many other subjects. There the United 
States has taken and is taking the lead, but  trends in this area I 
think, are worth studying. They are n ot all constructive trends from 
the point of view of our own view of law and from the point of view, 
I think, of most students of law, because you have political groups 
within the world now trying to rewrite international law to suit 
their own taste and habits.
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That, of course, is a normal practice in the world, bu t it is pro
ducing conflict. There  is conflict in the law of the sea with regard to 
fishing which has caused so much friction during the last few years. 
It  is practically an insoluble controversy. Countries are claiming a 
200-mile fishing jurisdiction, which we and the other great  maritim e 
nations simply cannot and will not accept, such a rule would be con
trary to international law as we understand it, and yet  the claimant 
countries are no t willing to submit those disputes either to the In ter
national Court  or to arbitrat ion.

Here you have a flat collision between the concept of sovereignty 
and the notion of inte rnational law which we are trying to work out 
as best we can through treaties, through a series of agreements. They 
might conceivably move maritime law into another phase. There 
is a possibility of another conference on the law of the sea in the 
future but  it is by no means certain tha t such a conference or the 
processes of politics will produce an improvement in international 
law. We may well witness on the contrary, some real disintegration 
of international law.

I sympathize with  your aims, and I am all for them, bu t I don’t 
think we are going to be able to make progress in many of these 
areas except through the processes of politics themselves.

Mr. Willrich. I would agree wholeheartedly with what Professor 
Rostow has said on this point. Being against international  law is 
like being against motherhood. We can’t be against either, and I 
am not.

But  I must say that I think that a lot  of internat ional law escapes 
public attention. WTe th ink of law, if you are not in the Congress, as 
what happens to you  when you go to court. I think what w’e need to 
do is to reevalua te wh at we really mean by “law.” If you look around 
in terms of domestic law, there is an enormous quantity , and some of 
the most important law tha t is on the books in the United State s is 
law that  is not implemented.

So there is very little difference, I think. In fact, there is an in
creasing less difference between the legal process in ternally, domesti
cally, in the United States, and the legal process in the internationa l 
realm. I do think  there has been a lo t of progress made, as far as the 
development of interna tional law is concerned, in specialized agencies 
of the United Nations.

Certainly, Professor Rostow is the expert on Comsat.
There have been a lot of strides made with civil aviat ion and things 

like that .
But  I come back to the necessity, if you are going to look at this 

with a clear eye, that you have to define very concretely and very 
specifically the  natu re of the political, or the economic, or the political- 
economic problem, tha t you are dealing with, before you st art  talking 
about legal solutions.

Secondly, I think  we ought to sta rt looking at interna tional  law, 
really at the procedural level more than the substantive level. I am 
not a legal historian, but I believe t ha t most of the English common 
law was developed out of the procedural concerns to begin with. 
I would say that interna tional law is ju st barely beginning to get at 
these procedural problems.

In counseling people about what  it is all about, I would suppose 
I would jus t say tha t it is an effort to develop reasonable ways of
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gettin g a job done. If you were to try  to set up a substantive  rule that  
everybody could agree on, it would be so general as to be meaningless 
and require some machinery to implement it in order to determine 
what  rule it was that you agreed upon in the first place.

Mr. Zablocki. I think Mr. Taf t has certain ly brought up a very 
interest ing point. If I may pursue it from another angle, certain ly 
there are problems we have in international law, abiding to such 
agreements spelled out in our various agreements and international  
bodies, but it brings me to the point of a very serious problem.

In yesterday’s testimony, we heard tha t anywhere from 50 to 100 
nuclear arms sta tes will be in existence by the end of the century.

Gentlemen, do you foresee th is situation?  If you do, how will this 
situation affect U.S. foreign policy?

Apparently there will have to be some political solution. We will 
be obliged to have some internat ional law formally to deal with this 
situation.

Wha t initiatives in U.S. policy will be necessary, in your opinion?
Dr. Rostow. Well, I don’t know whether tha t would be a feasible 

w orld or not.
Mr. Zablocki. May we have your  valuable judgment as to whether 

our witnesses were within the ballpark  as far as 50 to 100 nuclear arms 
states?

Dr. Rostow. I t is possible, bu t I wouldn’t confirm it  as a prediction. 
I think it is terrifying.

Mr. Willrich. Jus t on t ha t point, I would say that 50 is definitely 
on the high side, and tha t 100 is way out of the ballpark. If you have 
further proliferation by the ye ar 2000, I would guesstimate something 
like 15 or 20.

Mr. Zablocki. Even 15 to 20 nations is frightening.
Dr. Rostow. There is a school of though t represented by General 

Bauffre and others th at thinks such a stat e of affairs would be excellent 
for world politics. They  assume a complete paralysis of nuclear 
weapons, with no one daring to think of using nuclear weapons in a 
network of this kind, and, therefore they conclude tha t the world 
could go about its business relieved of the nuclear problem by 
proliferation itself.

I have never been convinced by this argument. I have supported, of 
course, the approach of the nonproliferation trea ty to try  to eliminate 
further proliferation through  political unders tanding between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. Bu t I don’t think the non
proliferation trea ty can work or will survive unless i t helps to bring 
about a degree of political cooperation between the Soviet Union and 
the United States which will make the world manageable. I suppose 
you can get used to anything—we have, in fact. We have lived since 
the end of the war, or at least during the last  10 or 12 years, or more 
than  that , 15 years, in the shadow of nuclear weapons held by tw’o, 
three, four, and now five nations.

So, I suppose it is not a violent stretch of the imagination to conceive 
of the  political system continuing  to function as a political system 
even though nuclear weapons are held by 15, 20, or even 50 nations. 
I t strains my imagination, I must say.

I should think that the  risks of psychopathy alone in such a sys
tem—to say nothing of miscalcula tion—would be almost intolerable;
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that is, the fear that  there  would be one leader somewhere in a nuclear 
weapon sta te who would be so neurotic or so unbalanced as to be 
capable of launching a nuclear attack.

We are all familiar with situations of conflict involving violent  
passions which have occurred from time to time in the  past and indeed 
which are going on now. The idea of adding a nuclear element to the 
passions involved in such conflicts seems to me a most unattr act ive  
one.

I will continue to support the nonproliferation treaty line as long 
as it is viable, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Willrich. I have already declared myself in favor  of the 
nonproliferation trea ty, Mr. Chairman. I think that if you look 
toward the futu re and try to project, you don’t projec t with any 
degree of certa inty.  I think the best thing you can do is to try  to 
isolate, perhaps, the key factors tha t would influence U.S. foreign 
policy, if you moved in the direction of a proliferating world.

One of those factors, it seems to me, is the precise conflict relation
ships into which nuclear weapons are introduced. For example, the 
acquisition of nuclear weapons by India would be a quite different 
thing from the acquisition of nuclear weapons by Israel.

If you take the Israeli scenario, it seems quite foreseeable to me 
tha t if Israel acquired nuclear weapons, the United Arab Republ ic 
would not acquire nuclear weapons immediately of their own, but  it  
would draw the Soviets into a dangerous situation in the Middle 
Eas t where they would be required to back the Arab State s with 
some form of perhaps even deployment of a nuclear dete rren t force 
in the Middle Eas t.

This, in turn , would draw the United  States  into a most difficult 
posture.

Secondly, you have to look at the structure of the postures that 
these countries develop as they acquire nuclear weapons. They will 
sta rt out probably with a first-strike capability . Is that  capability 
going to be aimed against another nuclear weapons state, or is it 
going to be aimed against a non-nuclear-weapons state? I f so, does the 
non-nuclear-weapons state have conventional superiori ty, basically, 
against the  count ry which has acquired nuclear weapons?

I would say that  is a very im por tant consideration.
Thirdly , I  th ink  you have to look at  the  structure of the government

* of the  coun try which acquires nuclear weapons. One of my concerns 
with proliferation is th at, although i t may be a lit tle parochia l to feel 
tha t we are responsible with our nuclear power, I don’t believe tha t 
tha t is pa rticu larly  an issue.

* But there is a certain amount of stabi lity in terms of changes of 
government  which thus far has stood us in good stead in terms of our 
domestic policies. But if you look at possible candidates for nuclear  
weapons, what sor t of impact  would the possession of nuclear  weapons 
have on the succession, the succession to power, of succeeding gov
ernments  within  tha t country?

That could be, in itself, a very dangerous form of instab ility  which 
would reflect itself in the international system.

Mr. Zablocki. Your responses prompt another question.
Do you gentlemen see a contradic tion between the assurances 

given to the Senate tha t the nuclear guarantees given un der the non-
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proliferation trea ty do not entail any new commitments  and our 
efforts to persuade our allies tha t the commitments are credible? 

There is some question abou t it. What is your opinion?
Mr. Willrich. You are asking me first?
Mr. Zablocki. Yes.
Mr. Willrich. Mr. Chairman, this is a very difficult problem.
The administra tion in presenting the treaty  was faced with a very 

difficult problem in terms of how you could st ructure a system of some 
kind of assurance to non-nuclear-weapons states  that  if they were 
threa tened  we would back them up on the one hand, and on the other 
hand  the fact tha t you, in my judgment , never would have gotten 
ratification of the nonproliferation trea ty had there been built into 
the trea ty some sort of system of guarantees.

I just  think tha t tha t would have killed the  treaty.
Mr. Zablocki. So you do see some contradiction?
Mr. Willrich. 1 would say tha t there are in most important 

areas of foreign policy contradictory elements, and that if you refrain 
from pursuing one foreign policy line because of the  contradictions in 
that  line, tha t you would end up having no foreign policy.

So, while 1 see possible contradictions, the contradictions that I see 
do not offset the fact that,  on balance, the treaty  plus the Security 
Council resolution was and is a good thing.

Mr. Zablocki. In othe r words, you maintain  that there have to be 
a few “if’s”?

Mr. Willrich. In any foreign policy.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Rostow?
Dr. R ostow. I want to disassociate myself from part of wha t 

Professor Willrich said.
My opening sta tem ent  indicated that  the nonproliferation trea ty 

has some implications, th at  it  does in part increase pressures for 
dependence on the United States  on the part of governments we are 
trying  to persuade to sign the treaty. I don’t think those pressures 
amount to a guarantee . It  is a recognition, I should say, of the fact 
th at  political pressure may arise, political pressure  to which we would 
have to respond in the nature  of the case.

That is why I said th at  to me the nonproliferation trea ty is mean
ingful only if it helps to lead to a political understanding between 
ourselves and the Soviet Union, a much deeper and more effective 
and pervasive understanding that has yet prevailed. With out that 
understanding, I can see the pressure of nuc lear blackmail, the pres
sure of policies based on the emanations of the nuclear arsenal, 
become an intolerable stra in to the system of politics and system of 
peace we have been trying to create.

I don’t think that  means that the United States  would have a 
commitment, like a treaty  commitment, to a nation  like India, for 
example, if it  signed the treaty, bu t I think we should frankly recog
nize th at the political pressure arising from the existence of the non
proliferation treaty  in the event of nuclear blackmail, or what is 
generally called blackmail , is a rea lity which will have to be faced, not 
a new commitment, not a new generalization of our obligations, but  a 
new form of those obligations.

I agree with most  of wh at Mr. Willrich said on the subject, bu t I 
want to disassociate myself from what he seemed to suggest, namely 
that if the problem had been faced frankly, the nonproliferation
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treaty  could never have been confirmed. I think the problem was 
faced frankly for wha t it is.

I recall some of the testimony which Mr. Rusk gave on the issue. 
I haven’t read what Secretary Rogers said, bu t I ga ther it  was pre tty  
much along the same line. I think tha t was realistic testimony. No 
atte mpt was made in our thinking or in our public presentations to 
disguise the fact th at  if India  signed this treaty  certain consequences 
would follow for the nuclear powers if India  were exposed to great 
pressure from China. That is true, in any event.

Mr. Willrich. Let me jus t respond by saying tha t I completely  
agree with Professor Rostow, tha t there was no lack of candor on 
anybody’s part.  I think  everybody understood what people were 
saying, and why they were saying it.

I might turn it around.
One of the hopes tha t I have for the nonproliferation tre aty  is 

this, and often I think we look at it jus t from our perspective and 
it is not  just  our tre aty  by any means—one of the hopes I have, and 
actually it is going to be a necessity if the treaty  is going to work, is 
if the Soviet Union is going to take a new7 look, a hard, long look, at  
its long-term foreign policy toward West Germany. If the Soviet 
Union continues to blast away with charges of militarism at the West 
German Government, I would say tha t this sort of foreign policy on 
their part is going to be rath er glaringly inconsistent with the suc
cessful implementation of the nonproliferation trea ty.

There are some real pluses here in those terms in the way of 
creating  the kind of political climate where you might make some 
progress. Here is one case where you set up some in terna tional law 
and perhaps it opens up some horizons for broader  political progress 
on some of these problems that  have been bothering  us ever since 
the end of World War II.

Mr. Zablocki. Thank you.
Mr. Fraser.
Mr. Fraser. Tha nk you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Rostow, I was interested in your discussion of the differences 

between the emerging, new school of isolationism and your own view. 
I think  some people might formulate the differences in a somewhat 
different fashion.

I want  to pu t this to you to see what your reaction is. There  are
• some, I think, who feel tha t one of the problems with U.S. policies 

is that the United States  is too up-t ight  about the world, that  it  
feels its  interests are caught  up in  crises th at may break out in Africa, 
Latin America, or Asia. It  isn’t so much a question of our concern

* about  the emergence of an interna tional  community and of our 
obvious interest in having tha t be compatible with our values. I t is 
tha t we are overreacting , tha t we see our security interests threa tened 
where we really don’t have any, at least in any foreseeable period of 
time.

That is wha t the argument is about. It  is not  t ha t we don’t have  a 
concern about the world, bu t that  we are too up-tight in terms of 
seeing our vital securi ty interes ts threa tened  by events everywhere.

What do you have to say about that?
Dr. Rostow. I said earlier I distinguished at least three schools 

among the critics of the foreign policy which the United States has
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pursued for the l ast 20 years. One, as you say, feels t ha t we are over
committed, or, at least, overreacting. But I never can find in tha t 
literature a definition of w hat constitu tes overreaction, and how to 
distinguish it from a proper protection of our interests.

Mr. F raser. I suppose for that  school the intervention in Vietnam 
would be an illustrat ion?

Dr. R ostow. Nobody has ever answered to my satisfaction how 
one U.S. administ ration can ignore a trea ty made by another and 
ratified by the Senate.

Mr. Fraser. You don’t mean SEATO?
Dr. R ostow. I do mean SEATO.
Mr. Fraser. I suppose we could do the same thing tha t Britain  

and France did, who were signatories.
Dr. R ostow. Yes, but  they  had us behind them. What security 

is there in the world if an American trea ty loses i ts deter rent power?
Mr. Fraser. Do you feel the British and French broke a treaty 

obligation in failing to come to the aid of South Vietnam?
Dr. R ostow. Yes.
Mr. Fraser. I have never understood the SEATO Treaty to 

require them to do th at.
Dr. R ostow. It  is a different problem for Brita in and France, of 

course.
Mr. F raser. I am talking about whether they broke a legal 

commitment, a formal trea ty commitment.
Dr. R ostow. That is an arguable problem because the treaty , 

like all treaties, requires consultation and national  action. But  from 
the point of view of the United States, whatever security there is in 
the world, whatever stab ility  there is in the political system we have 
been try ing to construct,  is based on the  deterrent  quality of American 
treaties.

Mr. Fraser. Leaving the formal question aside, there is the sub
stan tial  question of whether we should have reacted to events in 
Vietnam.

Dr. R ostow. That is the difficulty I have, Congressman Fraser, 
in defining what is up-tight and what is overreacting.

Secretary Rusk said the other day tha t in the period of his tenure 
in office there were 88 episodes, I think he said, of force or violence 
in the world. But we were involved politically, or militarily only 
in six. That is hard ly being trigger-happy.

It  is n ot true, in my observation of American policy over the last 
20 years , tha t we rush into every crisis like an eager fireman. Quite 
the contrary, I should say if you look back and see the mistakes 
that were made in the postwar period, perhaps one of the most fun
damental was not moving earlier to insist on the implementation of 
the Potsdam and Yalta agreements.

If we had reacted in 1948 when the first takeover of Czechoslovakia 
occurred, a great deal might  have been saved thereafter. So, if you 
try  to learn from hindsight,  I don’t think you get the picture, or I 
don’t get the picture, of the United States rushing in too up-tight 
whenever there is trouble.

Mr. Fraser. L et me give you specific illustrations  besides Vietnam: 
the efforts of the United States  to sponsor or facilita te a coup in 
Guatemala  in 1958; and, our intervention in the Dominican Republic. 
All our interventions are not military, but  the point is tha t we have
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these physical instruments of power, tanks and planes, as well as other 
elements of U.S. presence tha t influence events both overtly and 
covertly.

The question is, are our security in terests tha t tightly wrapped up in 
these events so tha t we need to respond at all, either at the military 
level or in some othe r appropriate fashion?

Dr. R ostow. Sometimes. I think the exercise is worth undertaking, 
at least as I see it, to find wha t our security interest in the world is, 
and to help the count ry reach agreement on it.

Mr. Fraser. Th at is the question at the hear t of it, I think.
Dr. R ostow. I agree, that is the heart  of the matter. That is why I 

think it is important to decide whether we can accept definition A, B 
or C of the purpose of our foreign policy as our major premise.

In my prepared statement, I suggested tha t the goal of our foreign 
policy is to protect the security of the United States by helping to 
build a new system of peace, based on a balance of power, and an 
acceptance of cer tain rules of live-and-let-live, in this respect. I want 
to associate myself with the formulation Senator Fulbright  has  made, 
not tha t I always agree with Senator  Fulbright  with its application. 
But I think it is useful to distinguish this definition of the goal of our 
foreign policy, which I think is rational and realistic, from those 
definitions which would associate foreign policy only with helping good 
guys and hurting bad guvs, and so on.

In those terms, 1 should agree with what  Senator Fulbright  said at 
the time about the Dominican Republic affair, tha t if he had the 
same information tha t Presiden t Johnson had, he would have done 
exactly the  same thing, because there the problem facing the President 
in terms of the information which he had was a spread of Castro ism 
in the area.

You are dealing here with something of immediate concern to the 
United States, and a subject to which we were very sensitive, perhaps 
irrationally sensitive but passionately sensitive, nonetheless.

About  Guatemala, I don’t know. I never studied that episode. 
It  happened long before I got into government and I have no real 
opinion one way or the other. I would say, looking back at my own 
experience, the strongest regret I have about  my term in office is tha t 
we did n’t act in time to head off the Middle Eastern war. Maybe we 
couldn’t have.

Mr. Fraser. Which one?
Dr. R ostow. In 1967.
Mr. Fraser. Wha t I  am trying to get at is tha t a lot of people see 

this as a world in which there are strong pressures for change. Change 
is not a nea t and orderly process. It  can be damaging to the people 
involved, depending on how it takes place.

The question with regard to each change is, to what  exten t are 
our interests caught up in it? The relationships established in the 
Alliance for Progress, or through  the OAS, for example, embrace 
the idea, though we deny it, tha t Latin America is primari ly re
served for us. It  is kind of an extension of the Monroe Doctrine. 
We find ourselves caught in this dilemma in Peru.

We have a feeling that American power, American presence, 
values, and ideas ought to prevail rather broadly, and our whole 
approach to these rela tionships tends to show that.

27 -0 65 — 69 14
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Dr. R ostow. I agree that is a common view of American foreign policy and the purpose of our activities around the world, but  it is not mine.
I think it is always misleading when a discussion is conducted in those terms. Yes; the process of change is very turbulent, and certainly  wherever the United  States  is involved, wherever the United States has an aid program or a st rong military presence in a country, our influence, in my experience, is invariably on the side of change and progress, progress toward democracy where it is possible, and so on.
I think  one of the most misguided criticisms of our foreign policy is tha t we are in favor of the status quo, or of reactionary governments. You referred to the controversy with Peru. I happen to know a litt le about that controversy, about the nationalization of the IPC. It  is a long, complex legal argum ent that goes back over I don’t know how many years—50 years at least. It  involves the status of an international arbitra tion award and all kinds of complex problems. We worked very hard  with the company and with the government of President Belaunde, then the President  of Peru, a very progressive forward-looking President, to reach a settlement tha t would be satisfactory from the point of view of the Peruvian Government and satisfy the criteria of inte rnational law, which requires compensation where proper ty is nationalized.
The Presiden t of Peru was then thrown out by a military coup d’etat, and a government of military officers came in and sought to att ract nationa list support by revoking the agreement President Belaunde had made.
The problem remains the same. There is no use throwing blame around. What happened is very clear. In this case, we were not opposing, but actively helping, a government tha t favored the processes of peaceful and active change. But the problem has now been complicated simply by the intervention of chauvinism tha t can readily be understood.
Mr. F raser. I am not trying  to assess blame. But it is apparent that  in Latin  America we really get tough, we are ready to cut off aid, take away the sugar quota and so on, when there is an expropriation without  arrangement for compensation. But when political liberties are destroyed, when military  juntas take over, we find this quite compatible—in Greece, in Panama,  and I gather  to some extent in Peru, at least until  the April deadline.This suggests tha t we have a very strong intere st limited to the economic area. We seem prepared to exert it to the detriment of the  people involved.
Dr. Rostow. That is why I wanted to try  to direct attention to the problem of defining the purpose of our foreign policy. The writ of the United States doesn’t run very far. It  doesn’t run very well inside the United States , and it doesn’t run outside the United States  at all.
Of course, the United States  is opposed to dictatorships, military or otherwise, b ut we have interests and our foreign policy should be addressed to those interests.
Mr. Fraser. That is where 1 think  we have the problem.Dr. R ostow. But we supported Stalin against Hi tler, and I thought tha t was a correct decision in tha t respect.
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Our problem is not to pick people whom we like, because govern
ments come and go, and we have little or no influence in selecting 
them, anywhere. We have an abiding intere st in the independence 
of Greece, and sympathy for Greece’s political troubles, whatever 
government may be in power.

Mr. Fraser. And you proceed to give military aid to the jun ta 
tha t is running it.

Dr. R ostow. The situat ion in the Easte rn Mediterranean is not 
a very happy one.

Mr. F raser. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the time.
I think  the problem cannot  be dealt with in specifics. One has to 

look a t how we best relate to the world. I  find it enormously difficult 
to establish any real communication on this score. Obviously, I  agree 
with those whose case I was trying to state. The issue is: Where are 
our real interest s? What country today is really prepared to injure  
the United State s or has the capaci ty to do so, other than  the Soviet 
Union? I t is ve ry hard to imagine. We have a nuclear dete rren t tha t 
costs $8 to $10 billion a year. What is the other $70 billion of our 
defense budget being spent for? Obviously for some very imp orta nt 
things. Bu t what  other count ry can injure the United States? Th at 
country doesn’t exist today in any important way.

But  excessive military spending is only the beginning of the story ; 
it is not the end of it. If we could become less up-tight and more 
sensitive to the aspirations of people in a manner consistent with our 
own traditions, we might find our worldwide position much stronger 
in terms of how other people view us and in terms of our effectiveness.

Dr. R ostow. Congressman, let me try  my hand at an answer. 
I am greatly  concerned at the absence of serious dialog on foreign 
policy and I wan t to devote all the effort I can to improving  it.

As I said in my opening statem ent, as I have been trying  to say 
elsewhere, abou t the conduct of a rationa l and sober exploration of 
these intensely difficult problems based on mutua l respect, I think if 
we s tick to a major premise on which we do agree, we ought to be 
able a t least to discover where we do in fact disagree. Let me take  a 
good illustration, I think, of a very acute problem which does affect 
our interests; namely, the Middle East.

We have  enormous national  interests  in the Middle East, historical 
interests, interes ts in resources, interests  in the defense of Europe, 
interests arising from the history of Israel and so on. The Middle Eas t 
is an area in which the nuclear thre at so far is not obvious, bu t in 
which all kinds of consequences for American interests  and for the 
possibility of a system of peace are involved.

A complete abandonment of the positions we have taken  in the 
Middle East could result in the paralysis of Europe, the outflanking 
of Europe and the establishment of hostile access to the Persian Gulf 
and Africa which could be very threatening .

The Middle Eas t is an area in which the nuclear weapon is of no 
use, in which a combination of political and military  intervention, 
hints, threats and negotiations are indispensable. It  is a long, difficult 
effort of the kind which has become characteristic of our diplomacy 
since the war.

You asked for a place in which American interests  could be threat
ened, could be altered, and there is one. The Soviet Union has cer-



204

tainly been an active pa rticipant  in the campaigns of the United Arab 
Republic and other Arab States , but  it  is no t a prime mover, directly.

Mr. Fraser. The Middle East does not threa ten the United States 
in any immediate sense.

Dr. Rostow. They threaten  our position in Europe and the inde
pendence of Europe.

Mr. Fraser. The independence of Europe  and our position in 
Europe are two different subjects.

Dr. R ostow. I meant them to be the same in the sense tha t we 
have a national intere st in the independence of Europe.

Mr. F raser. I  agree wi th that .
Mr. Zablocki. Professor Willrich.
Mr. Willrich. Just in terms of the dialog here, I am intrigued, 

let me say that.  It  is a central problem, it  seems to me.
One of the things tha t I have been impressed with is the fact that  

it is much easier to talk about national interest s before a crisis arises 
than during a crisis in terms of ac tually defining what  you are going 
to do, and in terms of foreign policy line it is much easier to con
ceptualize now, in a hearing room or in the executive branch. But  
when the real crunch comes and you have to make a decision on 
something and i t is going to have irreversible consequences, then it is 
much harder to make that  decision based really on the abst ract  
principles. You have to carry  something in with you.

I really have trouble with the notion tha t the United States should 
only be involved in things where it might be directly threatened if 
it were involved. I think  this is the kind of isolationism which, if 
you re trea t into, we would find ourselves directly threatened by many 
more things. But, beyond tha t, it seems to me th at we are necessarily 
economically involved in, for example, the Latin  American countries.
If you look a t the h istory  of the oil companies’ involvement there and 
the governments’ responses, there are interesting parallels between 
Argentina, I think, and Peru in tha t regard.

But the oil companies are not all bad on the one hand and the govern
ments there are not all good on the other. I would say a substant ial 
part of the foreign policy t ha t sort of guides our response down there 
has really been set by the Congress in terms of, for example, the 
Hickenlooper amendment.  They talk about an inflexible foreign policy, 
or one where we are forced to take action on the basis of something 
which might be against our interest. The Hickenlooper amendment 
triggers this sort of automatic response.

Mr. Fraser. That is an attempt  to protec t our economic invest
ments  abroad. I think of it as a two-edged sword which can come back 
and injure U.S. interests. *

You say the Congress set our response, and tha t is r ight in this one 
case. But the speeches pu t out by the State  Departmen t refer to the 
free world as something tha t exists in reality. That is not a helpful 
way to conceptualize the problem.

You state tha t the basic American doctrines today have to be 
directed against the continuing basic Communist ambitions. My own 
conception of the world is somewhat different. It  isn’t so much a 
question of whether we should be involved. The issue is whether we 
should be involved because we think we have a security interest or 
whether we should be involved because we are concerned about the



205

growth and emergence of societies with whom we can be neighbors 
in the long run. There is quite a difference in the approach, I think.

One test  I  use now when I think about  foreign policy is how would 
I feel about American policy if I were a democrat with a small “d,” 
one who believed basically in our Western values. How would I feel 
about American policy if I were a Greek? How would I feel if I lived 
in Argentina? I find quite a discrepancy between the declared U.S. 
policy and how' I would feel about  tha t policy if I lived in some of 
these countries.

I am prepared to be practical where American vital interests are 
concerned, and obviously we have some. There is a dialog and con
ceptual framework that has been born of the past that is at  the roots, 
I think, of the ongoing foreign policy debate  in the United States. 
I am sorry tha t the debate isn’t recast in terms tha t would permit 
of some resolution, rather than simply sw ing the pendulum, as is now 
taking place.

Dr. Rostow. It  has to be a continuing dialog and a sober dialog. 
Tha t is the reason why I am trying so hard to address more issues 
which I  think are central. I can’t, myself, imagine the President of the 
United States  or the Congress of the United  States being justified in 
authorizing the use of force, of sending our military  forces abroad 
where people will get killed, except in defense of the  v ital interes ts of 
the United States.

I have tried to define those interests  as an interest in helping to 
create a system of peace tha t would replace the old system tha t had 
vanished, for  be tter  or for w'orse, about 1945.

Mr. Fraser. Isn ’t t ha t s tretching the term “vital” ? To you, “vital 
interest” means an orderly worldwide system.

Dr. Rostow. I t is very hard to imagine our continuing to live as a 
democracy unless we live in a wrorld with horizons at  least as broad as 
those we now know.

To me, the argument about whether we are supporting progressive 
forces and the forces of social change and development come second. 
That is to say, our assistance to such processes of change is a conse
quence of the establishment of a system of peace, no t the  cause for our 
intervention.

If w e help establish the bulwarks of peace, then we can see progress 
being made, as is the case in Iran,  in Mexico, and in many other 
countries. You can name dozens of nations  where, after trial and 
error, people are finding the way tow’ard social progress and economic 
development. B ut the appeal of progress is not the cause of our inter
vention. I t is the  consequence of creating a system w ithin which these 
countries can live in some security.

Mr. Fraser. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman. I didn’t mean to take 
this much time. There has been a quorum call.

Mr. Zablocki. We realize we have reached the hour tha t, by 
agreement, the session should end. Nevertheless, there are two or 
three questions remaining which I have for you gentlemen. We would 
like to have your views on them.

Dr. Rostowr, you referred to the blind suicidal course of isolationism. 
We wondered particularly if the thick ABM system were to be de
ployed, whether this would enhance isolation and turn  atti tudes 
toward a fortress  for America.



We would like your comments and Professor Willrich’s, on the 
ABM system, how it relates to our national security.

If you would prepare your answers for the record, we would cer
tainly apprecia te your views.

Further,  we are interested in the reversion of Okinawa to Japan 
and how this relates to our foreign policy and our national security.

Another question we would like to have your views on is NATO— 
how it should be s trengthened; how it  relates and fits into the patte rn 
of our future national security.

If you would supply these answers for the record, we would be 
delighted to have them.

(The following responses have been received from Dr. Eugene V. 
Rostow to questions by  Chairman Zablocki:)

1. I agree with the view your let ter attr ibutes to Undersecretary Johnson, 
tha t the Okinawa reversion problem should not prove to be a major factor in our relations with Japan  during the next few years. I believe that each country 
sympathetically  understands the basic factors in the other ’s position. In my view, these positions can and should be accommodated through negotiation. Mutually acceptable solutions are entirely feasible, and I can see no reason why 
they cannot be achieved. Progress has already been made. More is needed in 
the near future, along the lines of several possible models, equally practicable for us.

2. I believe the first plank in a program for strengthening NATO should be the fullest possible use on our part of the  procedures for improving and intensifying our methods of political consulta tion which were unanimously approved by the 
NATO Ministerial Meeting of December 1967. The Resolution passed at  tha t time was based on a year-long study  of the future tasks of NATO as a factor for 
durable world peace. The text  of the  Communique and its Annex, embodying 
these decisions, appear in the State  Department Bulletin for January 8, 1968.

In brief, the December 1967 Resolution of the Council calls for a new and vigorous program of political action on the par t of NATO with respect to the  
common interests  of the Allies, both in Europe and outside of Europe. While 
keeping our defenses strong, it looks to initiatives on the par t of NATO in the field of balanced and mutual force reductions in Europe, and other proposals 
for arms limitation; it set in motion b oth political and military  programs addressed to security in the Mediterranean; and it recommends consultations on common problems outside the Treaty Area. The Resolution urged the nations to develop 
the NATO Council as an active forum for high-level consultations regularly 
involving ministers and officials from the capitals as well as the permanent representatives in Brussels. And it authorized consultations involving less than 
all the  members, if some were particularly concerned about certain developments.

The first public step taken under  this  program was the proposal for discussions with the Soviet Union and the nations of Eastern Europe regarding force reductions in Europe, made in June 1968.
The dynamic and forward-looking approach embodied in these proposals will 

not succeed unless the United States affirmatively makes NATO consultations an active par t of the decision-making process of our government on a host of 
problems vitally affecting alliance security. Such a policy might well involve the  
establishment of ad hoc groups meeting in Washington as well as Brussels, as par t of the process of crisis management, when factors of time make such s teps desirable.

In the area of advanced science—nuclear energy, space, and other areas of comparable magnitude—I should recommend a general policy of cooperative 
development involving ourselves, Canada, Europe, Japan, and Australia. Such 
an approach could improve our security, and deepen our present ties of alliance.

In the field of trade and economic policy, I believe the right forum for alliance 
consultation is the OECD. It  should become a vital center for action-oriented 
discussions on a  host of problems where concerted policy is vi tally needed—the furth er reform of the monetary system; the consolidation of trade policy; and the 
development of more effective programs for assisting the L.D.C.s.

OECD is an organization with a strong Secretar iat and a history of successful 
action going back to the days of the  Marshall Plan. It  should be a focal point of 
action in our strategy to strengthen and deepen our relations with the nations of Europe and the Far East.
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3. The Chairman also asked for my views on the ABM controversy. I have been 
greatly concerned abou t the Soviet naval and missile threat  to our deterrent. 
Tha t thre at has increased sharply and steadily since the Cuban missile crisis of 
1962.

In this context, it seems to me essential to press for secure agreements that  
could limit and ultimately  end the nuclear arms race, which has made the  world 
a nightmare.

But the lunatic  process of nuclear growth—the  nuclear cancer, in fact—cannot 
be stopped unilaterally. Unilateral abstention on our part  would be unth inkable, 
especially with respect to the new technologies embodied in the ABM. What 
ABM represents is the  potential ity, perhaps even the  possibility, of one side being 
able to stop the missiles of the other. Such a development on the Soviet side 
could lead to a far more fundamental diplomatic crisis than  the Cuban affair of 
1962.

I can see no reason why President Nixon’s decision a bout ABMs should alte r 
the prospects for a serious negotiation on arms limitation with the Soviet Union. 
As Secretary Rusk remarked recently, “We are willing to  talk with the Russians 
while they  are deploying ABMs. I  have no d oubt the Russians will talk to us if 
we do likewise.”

Chairman Zablocki also asked whether the development of ABMs might 
strengthen isolationist sentiment in the Uni ted States, and help develop a Fortress 
America outlook. There is such a possibility, but  not, I think, a major one at  
this time.

In this sphere, as in others, it will remain the task of leadership to  lead public 
opinion. I have faith in the  sense of reality  of the American people, if the ir leaders 
are willing to risk unpopularity  by telling the people the truth, no ma tter  how 
unpleasant.

The nature of nuclear weapons, and thei r thre at, has remitted politics and 
military pressure more and more to  the realm of conventional action. I believe 
the protection of our security should necessarily rely on such policies, while 
maintaining the nuclear stalemate by other means. Since our security continues 
to depend, as I should argue, on establishing and maintaining a reasonably 
stable system of peace in the world, I cannot conclude that action on our part 
to sustain at  least our present nuclear relation to the Soviet Union would alte r 
the nature of our calculations. It  certainly would not alter our interests.

(The following responses have been received from Mr. Mason 
Willrich to questions  by  Chairman Zablocki:)

1. Regarding the curren t discussion at the ENDC of a possible treaty  to 
prevent  various military installations on the seabed, I believe the issues have 
not yet been developed to the point where detailed comment by me would be 
possible. In general, I support U.S. efforts to explore this area with the Soviet 
Union and other nations with a view to  possible future  agreement on arms con
trol measures applicable to the seabed.

2. Regarding the  ABM, enclosed is a copy of my article “ABM and Arms 
Control” which was published in International Affairs. Although it is an analysis 
of the  Sentinel system, it focuses on foreign policy considerations, and I believe 
is still a good assessment of the  overall problem from this perspective. I would 
think  it appropriate to have the article reprinted in th e hearings as my views on 
the ABM problem.

Mr. Zablocki. Again, gentlemen, thank you very much for your 
time and the excellent statem ents you have presented to the com
mittee, and your answers to the various questions asked. They were 
very direct. We appreciate your coming here and giving us so much 
of your time.

Thank you very much.
The committee  will stand in recess until Monday at 10 a.m.
(Whereupon, a t 12:35 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 

at 10 a.m., Monday, March 24, 1969.)
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The subcommittee met at 10:15 a.m., in room 2255, Rayburn House 
Office Building , Hon. Clement J. Zablocki (chairman of the sub
committee) pres iding.

Mr. Zablocki. The subcommittee will please come to order.
This is the fifth session of a series of hearings held by the subcom

mittee in its study of the effects of space and weapons developments 
on U.S. alliances and security commitments abroad.

Today also marks the final public session of this series.
The subcommittee will meet in executive session with the Under  

Secretary  of State for Political  Affairs, the Honorable  U. Alexis 
Johnson, and the Assis tant Secretary of Defense for Inte rnat iona l 
Security Affairs, the Honorable G. Warren  Nutter .

Although the current hearings  are ending, the subcommittee will 
continue its intense interest in the subjects which have been dealt 
with by our witnesses over the past days. Other witnesses may be called 
at a future date. Moreover, we intend to give more intensive study 
to a number of the problems and issues which have been discussed by 
the witnesses, and which are of parti cular interest  to the  subcommittee 
members, because of the ir importance  for our foreign policy.

I also wish to note tha t Dr. Kar l Kaysen, directo r of the Ins titu te 
for Advanced Study at Princeton, N.J., will be unable to be with us 
today as previously announced.

At  this time, I would also like to call attention to a written state
ment which has been prov ided to the subcommittee by Dr. Zbigniew 
Brzezinski of Columbia University . Although a trip to Europe pre 
vented him from being with us during  this session, he graciously pro 
vided and contributed a br ief outline of his ideas to us. Copies of Dr. 
Brzezinski’s statement may be found on the press table.

(The document r eferred to appears in the appendix, p. 263.)
Mr. Zablocki. As our witness today, we are pr ivileged to have with  

us Prof.  Vincent P. Rock. He is th e executive secretary of the Com
mittee on ACDA Suppor t of Dissertation Research in the Social and 
Bellavorial Sciences, National Academy of Sciences, former director
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of the  Center for Policy Studies in Science and Technology at George 
Washington University.

Professor Rock is author of the book “A Strategy for In ter 
dependence.”

We are very pleased to have you with us, Professor  Rock.
Will  you please begin ?

STATEMENT OF VINCENT P. ROCK, EXECU TIVE SECRETARY, COM
MITTEE  ON ACDA SUPPORT OF DISSERTATION RESEARCH IN
THE  SOCIAL AND BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES, NATIONAL ACADEMY
OF SCIENCES

Mr. Rock. I have given the committee a written statement and, if 
I may, I  will speak from th at,  ra ther than read it.

Mr. Zablocki. The prepared  written  statement will be made part  
of the record at this point.

(The statement referred to follows:)

Statement  of Vincent  P.  Rock, Executive Secretary, Committee on ACD A
Support of Dissertation  Research in  th e Social and Behavioral Sciences,
National Academy of Sciences, Before th e Subcommittee  on National
Security  P olicy and Scie ntific Developments, March 24, 1969

technological advances and th e non-technological consequences 
I. Intr oduction

One year out of two since 1940 has seen foreig n mi lita ry inte rven tion by the  
United States. Is  th is a val id reflection of the  sta te  of the world? Or does it 
mi rro r th e condition of Am erican s tat ec raf t?

The sta te  of the  world, domes tic or foreign , is scarce ly a source of t ran quility 
for  most  Americans.  A growing number are  skep tica l about the  condition  of our 
sta tec raf t. To ass ert  th at  stat esm en do not  have  the  knowledge to deal with  
present conditions is not  likely  to be viewed as helpful . If  nothing could be 
done about acqu iring  new knowledge and  applying it  to  new task s, the prospects 
would be dim. For tunate ly, th is is not t he  case.

Each  day, problems th at  hav e pers isted since the  dawn of history are  being 
resolved by the appl ications of new knowledge. Disease i s being conquered by th e 
cooperatio n of scientists,  phys icians, and  the  people who were  formerly  its vic
tims. Nations m aintain  s table and g rowing economies t hrough  concerted action  of 
government, business a nd labor . These  ach ievements are  based on new knowledge 
ever more widely diffused.

However,  the  blessings are  no t unmixed. The problem of aggression and inter
vention h as also f elt  the im pact of new knowledge. Unlike a rea s in which progress 
has been made, however, the  weig ht of the effort  has  been on perfecting  old in
strumen ts. It  has not been on creating new knowledge of the  cause  and cure of 
conflict. It  is as though medical science had  continued to concent rate on ever  
more refined tools f or bloodletting.

Weapons technology has  also  continued to advance. Today, the stabili ty of the  
str ategic  mil itar y environment is thre atened  by new developments in both de
fensive and offensive weapons. The rela tive  effectiveness of the  complex new 
system is being debated . Even more uncerta in is how adv ersaries will perceive 
and respond to the  new system.

Significant changes in the  capa city  of general purpose forces are  also und er
way. The speed with  which arm ies may be deployed over g rea t distan ces is grow
ing. New concepts for  the  use of seabased power  reduced the  need for overseas 
land  bases. By the  1970’s an ai r force of the size employed in th e Korean  W ar will 
be able  to  drop convent ional bombs equivalent to more th an  a  hundred Hiroshima 
nuc lear  weapons in the  course of a year. Any ind ust ria l nation can now be 
swi ftly  reduced to rubble w ith  “conventiona l” means.
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II. Transformations in the context of conflict

Advances in technology have significantly altered  th e context of conflict in two 
respects. Other than qualitativ ely new environments for hostility created with 
the advent of modern weapons systems, the revolution in communications tech
nology, and the application of scientific invention to the problems of economic 
development have given rise to serious discontinuity in political relations.

To advances in communications systems can be traced the roots of much po
tent ial conflict. First,  as physical distances between men and nations become 
less and less relevant, the psychological distance between them become more and 
more apparen t. Not only are the “have not” nations learning what  they can 
aspire to, the “have” nations are reluctantly  forced into thinking through how 
they should relate  to the “have nots.” A major war has for the first time been 
fought in our living rooms with the profoundest domestic consequences. And 
people abroad witness our own internal strain s and stresses and wonder i f the 
United Sta tes is the “America” they have heard so much about.

Second, communications systems have sped up the processes of interna tional 
politics by interconnecting conflict situatio ns all over the world. The smallest 
event becomes global—witness the quite legitimate outrage over B iafra  of Great 
Bri tain ’s own “Bay of Pigle ts” in Anguilla.

To the application of scientific invention to the problems of human welfare 
can be traced the roots of both hope and despair.

First , the power of modern science and technology have vastly increased the 
capacity of society. P roductive capacity has also grown apace. Material goods in 
increasing volume become available. The movement from scarcity to abundance 
modifies a wide variety of human relationships. Children acquire new freedom 
of movement. Business is conducted on a large r scale than ever before. States 
develop new instrumen ts with which to exercise power and influence. While the 
processes of modern society tend to converge, the capacities may for a time at 
least diverge. Discontinuities in culture  and society arise. In those circumstances, 
the historical ties of experience may become less relevant. Differences in the 
perception of what is appropria te may multiply. Calculations of interes t and 
power may grow more uncertain. Occasions of conflict may proliferate .

Second, the gap in productive capacity between the “have” and the “have not” 
nations is widening. While th e growth rates in the less developed countries may 
be impressive, they refer  tragic ally to a modest base. The declining death rate  
coupled with several bad crop y ears could lead to a famine on a scale that  even 
bold remedial actions now could not adequately address.

The political consequences of these trends are many and varied. Given both 
the discontinuities in levels of development and the interdependence between 
interna tional problems, there  will be an ever-increasing proliferation of the 
causes for conflict. This is to be coupled w ith the declining abil ity of the super 
powers to influence events and induce social change.

As technology increases the capacity of nations, differences in political in
fluence may he aggravated and made more salient. The problems of differential 
change are acute not only in developing nat ions but also in the advanced states. 
Black Americans, French Canadians. Soviet Tar tars  and young adults every
where seek to modify nation al political practices. New gaps between government 
and thei r peoples are perceived. The impact of science-based technology is out
stripping basic and applied knowledge of how to achieve evolutionary political 
growth.

In the next decade we will witness the gradual  growth of at least five great 
centers of influence. A pentagonal world including Europe, Japan  and China 
as well as the superpowers presents special problems and opportunities. An 
evolution in political outlook will be required to mainta in U.S. influence.

In Europe, the appearance and reality of American dominance will have to be 
reduced. Among European elites and masses there is a slowly growing commit
ment to integration. At the same time, the desire to be politically independent 
of the superpowers continues to mount. The prime task is to facil itate steps 
toward political in tegration and a sense of psychological independence within the 
context of a la rger world community.

The tight  managerial arrangements erected for the conduct of a military 
alliance will have to give way to a more flexible though no less significant set of 
political relationships between Europe and the United States. At the same time, 
there will be needed procedures which encourage both expansion and equality 
in U.S.-European priv ate relations in a variety of fields such as science, educa
tion, and enterp rise :



212

In Ea ste rn  Europe, measures are  needed to lower the level of both the 
anx iety  and the  concern of the  Soviet  Union. In its  own int ere st as well as 
Europe ’s it mus t be induced to abandon the policy of intervent ion.  Small-scale 
experim ents  in denu clearizat ion or  dem ilita riza tion  could conceivably make a 
contribu tion. Progress in Soviet-American  politica l and economic r ela tion s would 
also be helpful.

Turning to the  Fa r Eas t, one finds th at  Jap an  is moving into  the  fro nt rank  
of ind ustrial nations  just behind  the  superpow ers. Again ther e is a rising desire 
for  independence. The discussion of the  sta tus  of Okinaw a is but one indica tion 
of a more general dri ft. New mean s will have to be designed to maintai n U.S. 
influence. In the  ye ars ahead Ja pa n is cer tain  to play a larger  role in the  w estern 
Pacific. Continued cult ivat ion of mu tua l intere sts in the are a is essential.

Beyond Japa n lies China. In the  case of China the  cen tral  tas k is to iden tify 
and design steps  which will lead to her  ree ntry  into  the community of nations.

In addition  to the five gr eat cen ters  o f influence, the re are, of course, more tha n 
a hun dred oth er sta tes  in the  world . Development of functional and politica l 
regiona l groupin gs for many of the se app ears  esse ntia l to stre ngthen  stabi lity. 
La tin  America and  Africa could in pa rti cu lar  profit  from stro nge r regiona l a r
rangements . The task  will not be easy. A seriou s American commitment to the 
object ive will be necessary  to  success. The manner in which the  U nited States can 
most effectively fac ilit ate  the  proce ss is itse lf a complex problem not yet ade 
quately understo od.

The con text of conflict is at  once personal, social and technological. Conflict 
cann ot lie elim inate d but  it  may be trans form ed. The transform atio n may result 
in eit he r des truc tive  or  con stru ctiv e outcomes for all concerned. The challen ge 
to poli ticia l leadersh ip in all nations is to redi rect  the energie s now devoted to 
dest ructive  conflict, actu al or potent ial,  toward cons truct ive goals and objectives.

A process of indivi dual and  nat ion al diffe rent iatio n is associate d with the  
growing capacity. The diff erentia tion  complicates  acc ura te percep tion and cal
cula tion  of inte rest . In thes e circu msta nces , new political processes  and struc
tur es are  essen tial. They are  needed to regu late  dest ruct ive tendencies in the 
intern ati on al environm ent. They  are  also essential  to fac ili tat e the susta ined 
growth of the  construc tive cap aci ties  of natio ns.

In sum. t her e is a need t o t ran sfo rm  the basis rela tion ship s on common interest. 
Men will differ on the  pros pects of success in this endeavor. Still, does the de
str uct ive  potentia l gene rated  by science and technology leave an alt ern ative?  
For tun ate ly,  science may help to point the  way and technology may provide new 
mean s for re ducing the  deep divisions of mankind.

II I.  Commitment to political development

We A mericans  a re a problem-solving people. This  h as been our  genius. We ha ve 
an impeccable fai th in the  “solv abil ity” of a problem. We ar e accustomed to de
visin g new methods and  tech niqu es and given our  abundance, we have  usual ly 
been ab le to  bring it off.

However, the Yankee inge nui ty that  has  made us wh at we are has been essen
tia lly  technological and our  very successes in technology have  debili ated our non- 
technological inventiveness.

Our deep involvement with mach ines and thin gs has nu rtu red  in us an instr u
men tal view of the world. Fo r not only are  problems solved, they  are  solvable 
thro ugh  t he creat ion of devices of one  form or anoth er.

Ins tru me nta l action embodies a percepti on of rea lity  which tends to place man 
in a categ ory with  things.  At the  level of th e indiv idual,  it is embodied in the con
cep t of one man doing an oth er’s will. In society it is reflected in the  value placed 
on produ ction as con tras ted with  par ticipati on,  in imagery of man as pa rt of a 
machin e. In the  polity, it  ca lls for  a person to place the value  of the sta te above the  
life of th e individual. Ins tru me nta l action  need not involve the  coercion or man ip
ula tion of the indiv idual , it may merely imply th at  he is used—for  purposes  ex
ter nal to his own. When tools ar e simple and their  capac ity limited,  t he impact of 
an ins trume nta l view of man was limited. Today the problem has been tran sformed.

While  technologic respo nses to technologic change  may be necessary, they  are  
unli kely  to be sufficient. Needed is a new kind of inst rum ent al prospect ive th at  is 
no t delim ited by techniques  and  gadgets, but  th at  is innov ated by the urgency of 
th e need of new stra teg ies  and  techniqu es designed to h and le conflict in the ways 
which  produce a constru ctiv e o utlook for  all.
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In sum, the context  of conflict call s first and  most urge ntly  for  a comm itmen t 

to politica l development to cope with  the problems of a techno logica l—civi liza 

tion. The m eani ngfu l op tions a re not to be found  a mong mi lita ry weap ons system s. 

There the choices are  technic al and  t emp orar y. The crit ica l d ecision is b etwe en in

invest ment in pol itica l development  and inves tmen t in mil itar y develop ment.

Poli tical  develop ment to enchan ce the  prob abil ity of con structive  outcomes in

cludes three main  elements . Fi rst , sup ero rdinat e goals toward which all  man kind  

can striv e are —vita l. Second, ope rati ona l object ives for polit ical develo pment  by 

area  and issue  must be devised and given mean ing in action.  Thi rd, a new met h

odology is esse ntia l. In a global techno logica l civiliz ation, intu itio n even when 

girded with a mass of info rmation  is no longer an adequa te fou nda tion  for  for 

eign policy.
IV. Sup ero rdin ate  goals

As the his tor ica l dive rsity  of the  peoples of the globe becomes more app are nt,  

the necess ity of sup ero rdin ate  goals toward which all may str ive  becomes more 

urgent. The ta sk  is subtle and illusive . Sup erordin ate goals mus t not only  reflect 

a basic and wide spre ad need. They must be expressed in symbols which reso nate  

with widely diff eren t hist oric al and indi vidual experiences. In th ei r elab ora tion  

th e  utmost car e ough t to be taken to link the  common elements of a va rie ty of 

intere sts  with the  att ain me nt of the  sup erordin ate goals. Poli tical  lea der s in any 

society are , of course, fore ver engaged in this task . They would profit from a 

syste mati c science  of value on which they could draw . Even in the absenc e of such 

syste mati c knowledge , it may be possible to iden tify cer tain  tra ns na tio na l sup er

ord inate goals.
A. Sur vival of the society, in any  rat ion al perspec tive, would seem to be one 

such goal. A common int ere st in the  sta bil ity  of the  mi lita ry envi ronmen t is a 

more limite d way of expres sing the  go al. This form ulati on would seem to provide 

the basis  for  the  progress made thu s fa r in the  rela tion s of the Uni ted States 

and the  Soviet Union. Moreover, the growin g concern th at  local conflicts could 

lead to a nuc lea r conf ront ation  provide s an incenti ve for  exte ndin g the  concept 

of stabil ity  a t lea st to cer tain  aspec ts of a convent ional arm ame nt. It  is wor th 

noting  th at  the  inte res t of the  Chinese in thi s goal may incre ase as th ei r pro

ductive ca pac ity increas es.
B. Ma ter ial abund ance  may be a second sup erordin ate goal. At lea st it  appears  

to be an objec tive of the  gover nments of all nations, or at  lea st all  advanced  

nations. They contin ue to seek ways to improv e the level of living  of th ei r people. 

While meth ods vary a good deal in concept and  effectiveness, all advanced  gov

ernm ents  seek to expand educ atio n and produ ction as well as to fac ili tat e the 

cooperation  nece ssary  for improvement. All ar e stil l only pa rti al ly  successfu l. 

A common technolo gical environm ent is, however, being crea ted. This in tur n 

helps to f ac ili ta te  common p ercep tions of pro blems and oppo rtun ities . The process 

has long been a fam ilia r one in the  scientific communities of the world .

The refo re, it  should be no sur pris e to find th at  a lead ing Sovie t physic ist, 

Andrei D. Sakh arov , has set for th an imag inati ve and rea list ic fram ework  within 

which the  Soviet Union and the  United Sta tes could work tog ethe r to achieve  a 

viable world. The world he envisa ges is not  only one of ma ter ial  abu ndance  but 

of int elle ctu al freedom. It  is also one in which there is relie f f rom rac ial , polit ical 

and economic explo itatio n. Dr. Sak harov’s progra m has pa ral lels in Europe  and 

the Unite d States.  It  wa rra nt s serio us cons idera tion and  a measu red  response 

from American s who sha re his hope and confidence.

C. Eq ual ity  is a thi rd possible sup ero rdin ate  goal. In the long run , it may be 

the  cost compelling  as well as the  most exciti ng. In the sho rt run . of course, the 

drive  for  equ alit y both complic ates and  lends urgency to the tas ks  of i>olitical 

development.
The goal is human  equa lity.  Its meani ngs are  a mul titude, bu t stil l not as 

numero us as  those  who would rep air  to its  ban ner  in cap ita list  and socia list 

countries alike . Until the  pre sen t age, equalit y has  often  been a dan gerous  and 

illuso ry ideal . Men lacked the  mean s to give it  substance.  Now for the first  time 

affluent societ ies have been cre ated  capab le of fully  sat isfy ing  their  basic  mat e

ria l needs. Global communicatio n make s this achie veme nt visible to all. Moving 

from differen t co ntext s v irtu all y all men seek to s har e in it.

At the same  time the deploym ent of technology from which the  achie vemen t 

stems gives rise  to new problems of common int ere st to all sta tes , advanced  and 

developing  alike.  Toge ther they  face the  problems of popu latio n gro wth , of en

vironmental pollutio n, of urb an con cent ratio ns and indeed  of th e tens ion  be

tween bur eau crac y and cont inued c rea tivi ty.



V. Ope ratio nal objectives

Pol itical development is a way of mai nta inin g orde r while coping with change. 
It  is a politico-psychological process which has  rela ted  economic and mil itary 
aspects. The haz ard s the U.S. now faces  are  as much politic al as mili tary . While 
all  around  the  world has been changing, the re has been inad equ ate polit ical de
velopm ent of the allia nce struct ure . The  Soviet Union may be in an even more 
precar iou s position in this r egard .

The objectives of political development are  several. A prim ary aim is to pro
vide a context  in which conflict can be hand led in a way which will produce 
constru ctiv e outcomes. In an arme d world  the purpo se may he simply  to avoid 
or limi t the dest ruct ion th at  could be associate d with conflict. It  may simply be 
a minim al respon se to changes induced by technological advance. Some forms 
of polit ical development are, of course, esse ntia l to obta in the  benefits of modern 
technology. Fina lly, it may be nece ssary  to cope w ith the  ind irec t and undesi red 
effects of technology.

An exhaustive  lis t of the gaps in pol itica l development  would be long indeed. 
It  would  include the need f o r:

(1 ) Comprehensive arrang ements with the Soviet Union for  the control and 
lim itat ion  of  nu clear weapons.

(2 ) A g rea t var iety  of proce dures  and  und erst and ings to gua rd again st esca la
tion  of conven tional  conflict in differen t a rea s of the world.

(3 ) A sy stem atic stra tegy and set  o f tac tica l ins trum ents to influence Euro pe’s 
long-run movement  tow ard integr atio n and  independence.

(4 ) Experim enta tion  with  concepts and  means to induce the Soviet Union to 
give up in terv enti on in E aste rn Europe.

(5 ) New m easures for strengt hen ing  regional groupings .
(6 ) Pla ns for dem ilita riza tion  of the  U.S. politic al intere st in Sout heast Asia.
(7 ) Design and  testing of programs for  the achie vement of politic al, economic 

and  mil itar y viab ility  of one or more Asian sta tes  with out  U.S. mi lita ry inter 
vention.

Polit ical development is more demandi ng tha n weapons  development. Large- 
scale resea rch, development, experim enta tion  and  evaluat ion are all essentia l. 
A conscious search -and-sort of valu es which may rel ate  to supe rord inat e goals is 
necessary. Syste matic  effort to cre ate  concepts and processes which provide a con
stru ctive outcome for  conflict is essential . Perform ance  cri ter ia are  needed to 
guide the  co ntrol  of nuclear weapons, the  inte gration  of E urop e, the improvement 
of the level of living in less-developed countrie s and  oth er sim ilar objectives. 
Fea sibility  stud ies from a mu ltip lici ty of perspec tives, novel as well as tra di 
tional, ought to be undertake n. New knowledge mus t be sough t thro ugh  fun da
men tal and  applie d beha viora l rese arch . Design of new ins titu tions and proc
esses need to be initi ated . Exp erim ental models of actio n can be trie d out and 
evalu ated. New systems of rela tion ships can be g rad ual ly brou ght  into  being and 
modified in response  to feedbac k from those affected.

VI. Pol itical development a reciproc al process

Pol itical development is impeded by an ins tru me nta l view of man. Experience 
and learnin g alwa ys req uire  tra nsa cti on s with  the  environ ment. Therefo re, if 
political development is to occur, the re mus t always  be recip rocal  acti vity  on the 
pa rt of all those involved. The goal of syst ematic large -scale  inves tment in 
polit ical development is to design and  implement courses of action or progra ms 
which will involve others  in way s th at  lead to pre ferr ed changes in att itu des and 
relat ionships . Reciprocity mu st nece ssar ily be ba sed on some degree of mu tuality  
of int ere sts  and coope rative action.

Policy decisions based  on a reciproc al ra th er  than instru me nta l view of the 
problem are  in  this persp ectiv e the  crit ica l levers of change and  contro l availa ble 
to statesmen . Machines are  usef ul only when they help to achieve a constructive 
outcome.

Reciprocity as a princ iple of action cann ot prev ent conflict. It  does enhance 
the  p roba bili ty of a con structive  ra th er  than  dest ructive  outcome. Fir st, however, 
the re is a major task of cre ati ng  and organizin g the  rele van t knowledge and 
techniques  ju st  as in the  case  of a weapons  system. Befor e a problem can be 
solved by new knowledge, it mus t be conceptualized  in an app rop ria te way. The 
conceptualiza tion should meet seve ral crit eria. Fir st,  it  should enli st a commit
ment to systema tic verif ication both by enqu iring  minds and  by the  patrons who 
cont rol the  resources esse ntial  fo r success. Second, it should per mit  indepe ndent
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experimentation and verification in par t or in whole. Third, it should encompass 

all factors  relevant to the resolution of the problem while excluding those not 

essential to th at goal. Knowledge of oneself and one’s side is a requisite, but it is 

fa r from sufficient. Knowledge of others, ally and adversary alike, is also essen

tial. In a sense, reciprocal action may be derided as a council of perfection. Yet, 

the altern ative is to presume tha t it is beyond our capability to create  inte r

national systems in which the mutual advantages will be p referred  to destructiv e 

conflict. To doubt th at it is possible, is to call into question every community now 

in existence. None have been entirely successful, but all have demonstrated the 

possibility of progress. Individually, their progress is increasingly dependent on 

systematic information and knowledge.

YII. An American initia tive

Pragmatic Americans are unlikely to elaborate a coherent scheme for the 

resolution of conflict. They are more likely to select some concrete objective and 

move forthwith  to ad hoc implementation on a relatively random basis. The ap

proach is not without  value. It  does have certain hazards. Oversimplification at 

the outset may contribute to an exaggerated expectation of short-run gains. 

Action may be taken which would be constrained by a more systematic theory 

and analysis. Pragm atic action may also fail because complementary steps called 

for by the concept of reciprocal action are not perceived as important. On the 

other hand, small actions conceived with a keen appreciation of the concept of 

reciprocity may achieve littl e because they lack salience in an ocean of ins tru

mental actions. Negative coherence can be as effective in obscuring one’s own 

constructive reciprocal actions  as those of an adversary.

Should the United States decide tha t experimenta tion with mutually reward

ing action for political development is worth the investment of additional re

sources, the associated research, development and experimentation activities 

in addition to the information function need a special i nstitu tional home in both 

the Executive Branch and Congress.
The initial  purposes to be served by the R.D. and E. might include the fol

lowing :
Firs t, examine proposed and actual instru menta l actions to evaluate  their  

comparative potentia l when modified and taken in a reciprocal context. Analysis 

of this kind would help to highlight the gains or losses which stem from ins tru

mental acts.
Second, encourage and s upport the most talente d scholars who can be recruited 

for the purpose of developing a general theory of conflict and the political de

velopment necessary to achieve constructive outcomes. The implications for 

policy of such a theory might be comparable with the general theories of Keynes 

in economics or Einstein in physics.
Third, encourage, support, and collate research designed to broaden and deepen 

understanding of the main factors involved in conflict and political development. 

This could include research in such areas as : (A) Aggression and achievement in 

animals, men and nations; (B ) Indenti ty development and role implications of 

world leaders and key elites; (C)  Attitudes, aspira tions and capabilities of the 

various peoples of the world; (D ) Cultural norms and styles which aid or im

pede reciprocal relatio ns; (E ) Behavior concomitants of changes in the level 

and composition of the political economy of s tates; (F ) Evaluation  of t he sense 

of community or divers ity of societies; (G ) Relations of political struc ture,  

social situation and modes of political partic ipation ; (H ) Experimenta tion with 

strategies, tactics  and techniques of reciprocal action and their  evaluation.

Fourth, act as an exponent of the concept of reciprocal action and as the 

advocate of specific reciprocal action policy intiatives within the Executive 

Branch and with Congress.
Fifth,  prepare an annu al progress repor t for the President and Congress on 

the following: (A ) The state of fundamental knowledge relevant to political 

development and the control of conflict; (B ) The application of knowledge rele

vant to the main facets of the problem; (C ) Developments in the design and 

deployment of reciprocal action programs.

VIII. Location of responsibilities for political development research, development 

and experimentation

The conventional response to the foregoing suggestions is predictably of two 

kinds. One group of people will be unable to see any reason whatsoever to under

take the effort. They are caught in a tradi tiona l mold of th inking and are unable
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to relate  to new concepts until time lias given them a conventional glaze. This 
group can be bypassed in the certain knowledge that  as the idea ga ins currency 
they will come to accept it. A second group may see validity in the ideas, but 
institutional interest will lead them to oppose the ideas in par t or in whole.
Among the second group, efforts to suppress or fragment the central concept must 
be resisted. On the other hand, their  tendency to adopt aspects of it is to be 
encouraged. Later they may be useful allies.

In the end, however, acceptance of the idea will depend on finding support 
among a third  group. These are creative and entrepreneurial  individuals to be 
found in Congress, in private enterprise and in the universities. The feasibility 
of the institu tionalization of reciprocal action may depend on working out accept
able control arrangements with members of Congress who, though not actively 
opposed, may not be positively in favor of the innovation. These and other 
related considerations may tip the scales in favor of one Executive Branch 
location as against another. In any event, the alternative locations for the *
new activity must be carefully assessed with full regard for the interests and 
attitudes  in Congress.

One possible location for the new activity  is in the U.S. Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. There are, however, certain disadvantages. First, the 
basic concept of A.C.D.A. has a negative connotation. Control implies regu- •
lation. Disarmament implies a reduction in the activity of powerful institu
tions. Moreover, in the past A.C.D.A/s interpretation of its mission has in the 
main been rather narrow. Heavy emphasis has been placed on the negotiations 
of formal agreements. Since, a t the outset, A.C.D.A. was deeply concerned with 
political symbolism, with countering the propaganda of the adversary, the 
emphasis is understandable. The negotiations progress to date has been useful 
and the effort must be continued.

Nevertheless, the stress on negotiations has important indirect effects on the 
performance of the agency. Negotiation is the basic responsibility of the Depart 
ment of State. Defining A.C.D.A.’s pr imary job as one of negot iating agreements 
has involved the agency ever more deeply with State. Since anything may affect 
negotiations, State has acquired a voice, if not a veto, in the A.C.D.A. research 
program and its action implications. Unfortunately, State is scarcely more com
fortable with research and development than it is with action programs. It has 
engaged in as little of each as possible. The thought of systematically setting 
out to acquire the fundamental and applied knowledge necessary to resolve a 
chronic problem runs contrary to the sense of historical determinism which has 
pervaded much of the Departm ent Historical determinism encourages valuable 
humility when seeking to influence events. However, there is also a need for 
positive approaches which favor innovation and experimentation. In order to 
succeed they require a certa in freedom from the burden of tradition.

A.C.D.A. has, of course, been able to develop the concept that  research on the 
environment, one sui table for arms control, is a legitimate aspect of its mission.
Still, the idea tha t A.C.D.A. should actively seek to strengthen the capacity 
of fundamental and applied science to understand that  environment is only now 
being addressed. The thought tha t the agency should exercise active leadership 
in creation of a suitable environment would represent  a significant extension 
of pas t thinking and effort. To provide bold and effective leadership for research, 
development and experimentation aimed a t creating a reciprocally advantageous •
environment, A.C.D.A. would have to tu rn sharply away from the previous limited 
and negative in terpreta tion of its mission.

By statute, of course, A.C.D.A. is an independent agency reporting to the 
President as well as to the Secretary of State. A.C.D.A. has  the formal respon
sibility to seek to define its role in more positive terms and to demonstrate a A
grea ter appreciation of the breadth of the problems to be surmounted. If it were 
to respond to the challenge and manifest increased openness to innovation,
A.C.D.A. would be a logical candidate for the new reciprocal action responsi
bilities.

A second alternative is to locate A.C.D.A. together with a number of other 
activities now in existence which are concerned with discrete aspects of action to 
control conflict in a new ins titution . Among these ativitie s are a number gener
ated or supported by the Department of Defense. Many of these are deformed 
and impotent as a result of subordination in a weapons technology or conven
tional military milieu. Nevertheless, the resource scale and systematic planning 
approach employed in Defense would be useful in a new institution. On balance, 
the creation of an overt research, development and experimenta tion agency
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concerned with  the  control of conflict, recip roca l action,  and  pol itica l develop
ment has much to commend it. Before a  decision along this line is taken, deta iled  
disussion of what the  new agency should include and  how it  is to be created 
would he necessary.

A thi rd  alte rna tive, a pa rt ia l and  for  the  presen t a theore tica l one, would be 
to look to the  National  Social Science Fou nda tion  for  research  leadersh ip when 
and if it comes into existence.  The crea tion  of the Foundation  will, however, 
move according to its  own tempo.

In  a sense, the discussion  of a precise location is prem ature. The potent ial  
of the new a ctiv ities being sugges ted are  comparable in  the ir way to those of the 
Department of Defense. A reasonable  period of ges tation is to be expected.

In  sum, let me st ate aga in th at  the cri tical choice for  Congress and the adm in
istration,  in my view, is not among weapons technologies, but  between weapons 
development and polit ical development.

Tha nk you.
(The biography of Mr. Rock follows:)

Vincent P. Rock

Vincent P. Rock, who special izes in na tional  secu rity  policy systems, is a staff 
member of the Division of Behavioral Sciences of the  Nat ional Academy of 
Sciences. He is Executive Sec reta ry the re of th e Committee  fo r Arms Control and 
Disarmame nt Agency Sup por t of Dis ser tat ion  Rese arch  in the Social and  Be
hav iora l Sciences. In 1965 and 1966, he directed  the Program of Policy Stud ies in 
Science and Technology of George Washington Unive rsity.

Born in Aberdeen, South Dakota in 1915, Mr. Rock received the degree of B.A. 
from the University of Minnesota in 1939. He served in the  U.S. Navy from  1943 
to 1946.

In  1947 Mr. Rock became a  member of the U.S. Economic Mission to Greece, then  
under the  Dep artm ent  of State . He served with the  Mission until  1949. During  
the  following decade, from  1950 through 1960, he was a Program Directo r in the  
Office of Defense  Mobilization in the Executiv e Office of the Pres iden t. On leave 
from the Office o f Defense Mobilization, he was  an Economic Consultant to the 
Government of Burm a in  th at  coun try in 1956 and 1957.

In  the period  from 1961 through 1964, Mr. Rock was Senior  Res earc her  a t the  
Insti tut e for  Defense Analyses. Dur ing th is period the  Intern ational Stud ies 
Division of the  Inst itu te  for  Defense Analyses released  a number of his studies, 
includ ing Common Action for  the Control of Conflict; An  Approach to the 
Problem, of Intern ational Tensions and Arm s Control, which  was publi shed in 
1963.

Following his dire cto rsh ip of policy stud ies at  George Washington Univ ersity, 
Mr. Rock was Presi dent of Communications  Cent ral, a priva te researc h corpora
tion, from 1966 to  1968. He joined the staff of the  Nat ional Academy of Sciences 
tow ard  the end of la st  year.  In 1965 and 1966 he had  served  as con sul tan t to the  
National  Academy of  Sciences.

Mr. Rock is  a joint  a utho r of th e monograph, The Pres iden tial Sta ff, publ ished  
by the Nat iona l Pla nning  Associat ion in 1961. The book, A Str ate gy  of  In te r
dependence; A Program for the Control of Conflict between the United Sta tes  
and the Soviet Union, was  published  in 1964. His published articles  include “The  
Poli tics of Science and  Technology,” which  appeared in World  Politics in 1966.

Mr. Zablocki. Thank you, Professor Rock.
You have l isted some very important steps th at should be taken.
I think  your presentat ion is most provocative, and leads to very 

many questions.
Certainly you place a lot of emphasis on the concept of reciprocity. 

It  would seem that  it would require a high degree of consensus be
tween people and nations. While all ideological groups, Communists 
and capital ists, support  peace and equality , they differ sharply in their 
means of atta inin g those ends. How do we achieve the underlying 
mutuali ty of interest th at must precede reciprocity? Aft er all, the re is 
a great amount of hostility among nations. There is suspicion. How 
do we develop this mutuality of interests?

27-063— 69-------13
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Professor Rock. People learn by experience. They acquire their  
values by experience. The differences that  we perceive are the result 
of long differences in historical experience and the ideas associated 
with it.

The problem of political development is to devise processes, pro
cedures, institutional arrangements, in which people of different views 
can acquire a common perspective on their  problems. Actual ly, this is 
in p art  going on as a result o f the  development of modern technology 
and science.

The advanced nations of the world are acquiring similar kinds of 
economies, for example. And the result is they are going to face the 
same problems of allocation and development across the board.

The scientific problems dealt with are s imilar. In each of the nations 
there are people who already perceive the problem in global terms. 
I am think ing, for example, of  Dr. Sakharov’s paper, which was pub
lished in the United States not long ago. In it he proposed a program 
of common effort by the Soviet Union and the Uni ted States to work 
on some of the world’s problems such as population and food. In the 
paper he insisted that  one of the essential requirements for tackling 
these problems was intellectual freedom.

Dr. Sakharov’s program could well have been prepared and acquired 
rather general support in the United States. I t is very simi lar to what 
you find scientists and political g roups in the United States suggesting 
as a way to approach the problem.

Basically, though, you have to identify  superord inate goals and 
devise ways for people to work toward them, so they acquire common 
experience.

Mr. Zablocki. Professor Rock, do you foresee any scientific break
through, possibly in the communications area, leading to mutual identi
fication and making intentions  of nations well-known to each other, 
which would tend to lead to this reciprocity tha t you speak of?

Mr. Rock. I noted in this morning's New York Times that there 
was an article dealing with the global satellite system for educa
tional and developmental purposes, and suggesting that  there was 
need for  a common doctrine and procedure, and a set of priorities  fo r 
using such a satellite system. It  is well within reach. It  can be used 
for education, for development of a common view of the Spaceship 
Ear th. It  is a matter of whether we put  the effort in devising methods 
of using it effectively. We need to determine how it may be used for 
social and political advance. If  we do not, it may increase the dis
continuities and the apparen t differences among the people of the 
globe.

Mr. Zablocki. It  has been suggested that  the United States become 
less the world policeman and our treaties, mutual security treaties 
with countries, should be reviewed. After all, a mutual security treaty 
should be reciprocal. A country with whom the U nited States makes 
such a treaty  should be able to contribute  something to the security of 
both countries  involved, or in certain cases, in regional defense.

Would a lessening of the number of treaties that, we have, the United 
States  has, with countries in the world, tend to enhance an attitude 
on the pa rt o f great powers and tend to bring on this reciprocity we are 
speaking of ?
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Mr. R ock. I  think  the treaties were entered into in a technological 
environment which was far  different from the present one. They 
are really a fallo ut from the technology of W orld War I I  an d reflect 
a desire to contain the Soviet Union.

Since th at time, the strategic environment has changed radically. 
The whole concept of  deterrence  has taken on new meaning. In  addi 
tion, the capabi lity to move conventional forces anywhere at a 
moment's notice has vastly increased, so tha t the milit ary considera
tions which led to the treaty system in the first place have vastly 
changed.

In addition , it has not proved an effective way to achieve political 
stability in the world. Time and again, we find small countries  mov
ing in directions that we are not able to influence, and which then may 
involve us  in ways we would pref er not to be involved. One might  
better pu t the emphasis on the development of regional stren gth,  so 
tha t there  is a real oppor tunity  fo r a group of countries to develop the 
kind of economic and political base that  would provide stabil ity. We 
could then deal with them somewhat more as equals and  the relation
ship would be much more of a reciprocal one. This could lead to the 
conclusion tha t treaties have lost a good deal of their or iginal meaning.

Mr. Zablocki. This is my final question. I f I may, I would just like 
to ask one more.

Doctor, from your vantage point  in having contact with scientists 
in the Soviet Union, and in other countries, can you advise the sub
committee whether they are of a simila r opinion, and realize that  
treaties with weaker countries may involve a country in a confronta
tion. The Soviet Union, for example, is it t aking a new look? Is the re 
some indicat ion that the Russians are going to back away from an 
expansionist position tha t they have been following in the past?

Air. Rock. I don't  have personal evidence from which to  generalize. 
However, when the book, “A Strat egy of Interdependence,” was pub
lished, it was reviewed by a Soviet journal . The reviewer was in 
general agreement with the effort to develop a reciprocal basis of 
stability. He w’ent on to state tha t the tendency of the United States 
to act in the role of world policeman had not been adequately dealt 
with and was an unacceptable role. From this, I would infer that  they 
would, feel that  this might also be true  of the Soviet Union.

Now, one of the difficulties is that as the capabil ity of countries 
increase, they move out. They build newT military  systems—the Soviet 
Union has a fleet in the eastern Mediterranean. The mili tary  estab
lishment of the country is much better organized than other part s 
of it, in order  to take advantage of new technology and to extend 
interest and influence. I would think that there is a tension in the 
Soviet Union, jus t as there is in other countries, between those who 
would wish to base the relat ionships between nations on a more stable 
reciprocal basis, and those who realize the new capabilities and are 
not clear how f ar they should increase thei r influence, but would like 
to try  them out.

Mr. Zablocki. Thank you very much.
Mr. Broomfield.
Mr. Broomfield. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Professor Rock, you have suggested a number of areas in which 

research might be done to enhance this political development.
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My point  is, hasn’t a good deal of research already been done by 
our universities on subjects without significantly notable impact on 
the world leaders?

Mr. Rock. There is, of course, a good deal of university research 
done on an individual basis. Oftentimes it is without the larger  sys
tems of in formation needed to give it substance and strength.

As compared with the amount of research th at is done on the small
est widget of the ABM, I would say there is really  virtually none in 
the sense of research in depth. There are centers of Soviet studies, 
there are centers of regional development of one kind of another, but  
taken in tota l, the effort is very l imited and not related to the Govern
ment in a politically useful way.

Mr. Broomfield. Well, even i f there was more work done in these 
part icular areas, though, what indications do you have tha t other 
governments would be wil ling to accept these recommendations?

As I understand it, you don’t feel that there has enough been done 
in this area, and tha t even if it was done, what guarantee  do we have 
that governments would accept these recommendations?

Mr. Rock. You have at least as much guarantee as you have t ha t 
strateg ic nuclear systems will in fact  deter the leaders of other 
countries.

There have been some successes. The International Monetary Fund, 
which was the product of the research and thinking  during the World 
Wa r IT, has gained a good deal of acceptance among the  free world 
people. The recent meetings with respect to the Inte lsta t suggest that 
the Soviet Union is becoming interested in a global communications 
system. There is no guarantee  that  this is so.

However, if one were to compare the resources we put into weapons 
development with what we have put into political development, one 
might conclude that the oppor tunity  costs would lead one to shif t r e
sources somewhat toward political development.

Mr. Broomfield. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Taf t.
Mr. Taft. Thank you, Air. Chairman.
Professor  Rock, what  is your definition of “superordinate” as 

applied to a goal?
Mr. Rock. “Superord inate” refers to goals of such basic appeal 

that  people of very diverse interests and ideologies will accept them 
and expand effort and resources toward achieving them for the mutual 
interest.

Air. Taft. And, just  very briefly what, then, are the superordinate 
goals, one or two of  them, t hat  you think we are aiming at?  D isarma
ment is one, obviously.

Air. Rock. Well, disarmament is a kind of special objective of the 
superordinate goal to survive as societies.

I  think the goal of survival is really the basis for the evolution o f 
our relationship with the Soviet Union, as we are each a threat  to 
the other’s survival. There is really nothing either of us can do if 
either happens to get a group of leaders who launch the strategic 
weapons. This has been true for a decade.

AVe have had a kind of equality in nuclear weapons as far  as the 
population  generally goes, because we could each kill a very large
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number of  the othe r's  people. Su rv ival  is wha t gives the th ru st  and 
the  co nti nu ity  to  effo rts at  arm s control and rel ate d act ivi ties .

Mate ria l abundance, I  th ink,  is a second goal. I t  is some thi ng  the 
Sov iets  a re at te m pt in g;  it is som eth ing  we are  a tte m pt in g;  it  is some
th ing th at  t he  re st  of  the wo rld  is seek ing. In  t he  p ur su it  o f mater ia l 
abu ndance , as in  the search fo r su rvival,  you  develop  a who le se t of  
common processes and  pro ced ure s which , like  a coral ree f, gr ad ua lly 
bui lds  up  int o a foun da tio n fo r a new in tern at iona l str uc tur e.

Th ere  are othe r su pe rord ina te  goals. Pe rh ap s one of  th e pr im ar y 
tasks in def ining  a “su pe rord inate go al” is a comp ila tion an d an aly sis  
or the ac tua l in ter es ts of  th e pa rti cipa nt s and of  th ei r perceived  in te r
ests, which  ma y or  may no t be th e same  t hin g.

For exam ple, in  the  case of a bundanc e, we te nd  to define i t in nat io na l 
terms , as does th e Sov iet Un ion . I t  m ay be th at  we need to  look  upon 
it  as a global goa l. Oth erw ise, the problems of  po pu lat ion  an d food 
production and the like are  go ing to give  us a very un sta ble in te r
na tio na l envir onme nt in the fu tur e.

Mr. T aft . I) o you  th ink the  mer e ac hiev eme nt of mate ria l abundance 
is necesa rily  go ing to lead you to rea l pro gre ss in th is  field?

Mr. Rock. Prog ress , yes. T hen we come to the real que stio n, “ Is  mate 
ria l a bundance e no ug h?”

I th in k mater ia l abu nda nce  gives you a chance  to  t ra ns fo rm  many 
of the  kin ds of  conf lict we now hav e in to  con struc tive form s. I  wou ld 
not sugg est  t ha t the  design of huma n beings  is such th at  ha ving  m ate
ria l abundan ce,  they  are  satis fied. Th e problem of politi cal  develop
ment will continue as we achieve abu ndanc e because we ge ne rate new 
inte res ts, new hopes, new aspir ati ons. Th e problem  of pol itica l d eve lop 
me nt is a cont inuing  one, like  the problem of  wea pons development . 
You are  never finished wi th it.

Mr.  T aft. It  sounds to  me as th ou gh  you  feel rea lly  th a t t he develop
ment of mate ria l abunda nce  will lead people  a nd  the  r est  of  the  world  
to th in k the way  the  Uni ted St ates  does about thes e problems.  Is  t hat  
a sound conclus ion?

Mr. Rock. W ell , it ove rsta tes—I  wou ld say yes, in a prac tic al  sense, 
but, I would li ke  to qu al ify  it.

Th e dev elopm ent  of  a techno log ica l economy wi th a high  level of  
pro duction  req uir es new kind s of physi cal  and mo netar y poli cies , new 
kind s of  a tt itud es  on the par t of  the ma nagers of  la rge -scale  indu str y,  
new kind s of  re lat ionship s betw een the ind ividual and the  economic 
system. T he  system pr oduce s a sim ila r percept ion  o f p rob lem s i n wha t
ever  na tio n it  develops. F or example, the  Sov iets  are mo vin g towa rd  
a p ric ing system. They fou nd they could n’t al locate  ra tio na lly , w ithout 
in tro du cti on  o f a p ric in g system.

We  are fin din g the same thi ng , in a smaller way , w ith in  the Fe de ral  
Government  sector . W e hav e to  devise  w ith in the  Fe de ral Go vernm ent 
a subs titute fo r the  ma rke t demands th at  det erm ine  how you  allo cate  
resources in  th e p riv ate  sector.

Mr. T aft . W ell , rea lly , the question I am ge tting  to then , is how do 
you re la te the economic develop ment of  und erdeve loped countrie s, or 
even of  cou ntr ies  th at are  re lat ively  deve loped, bu t ha ve n' t ar riv ed  
econom ical ly at  a po int  of  develop ment th at  the  Uni ted St ates  has 
wi th the  de velopment of  na tionalism ?
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It  seems to me that the history of the world certainly does not indi
cate that nationalism somehow vanishes with economic development. In 
fact, perhaps, quite the contrary.

Mr. Rock. Yes. I  am sorry. This was the point I made but d id not make clearly.
I would agree with you, that one of the aspects of the development 

of economic capability is the development of communications capa
bility. One of the effects of communications is that  people perceive 
thei r differences more sharp ly now than  at an earlier  time. Actually, 
on the one hand, the context of conflict is aggravated by people per 
ceiving and feeling their  nationa l identities more strongly, and on 
the other hand, the capacity to do something about problems that may 
have an economic basis is increased.

Mr. Taft. Then let’s go on to the next question.
T our next proposal is th at we attempt to deal with these things in 

the context  of regional areas, and organizations. Tha t is all very well 
with regard to some regional organizations, but let’s talk  about t ryin g 
to deal with problems of U.S. relations, for instance, w ith regard to 
India, or with regard to Israel , or with regard  to Canada, or even, 
perhaps, with regard to Jap an,  in a regional context.

I Tow. are we going to do this in a regional context?
Mr. Rock. Well, I wouldn’t go along the regional route to the 

exclusion of recognition that  we are now living in a global society, 
tha t there are some problems tha t have to be dealt with the world 
around. I was suggesting the regional route where the size and char
acter of the countries are such that  there are real possibilities of 
achieving political and economic gains through the mutual effort.

For  example, there are three countries of Eas t Afri ca: Kenya, 
Tanzania, and Uganda. A regional organization is likely to increase 
their  stability , to increase the ir capaci ty to do sensible things economi
cally, and to enable them to meet the needs and desires of  their people 
more effectively. There is a regional organizat ion developing. Fo r us, 
it becomes a question of  the extent to which we support  the regional 
development or support the  individual nations.

Mr. Taft. Well, of course, it has gone up and down, too. I  think they 
have lost as much regionalism as f ar as those three countries are con
cerned, as they have gained.

Mr. R ock. That is rig ht. When they first l)ecame independent, they 
felt their distinctiveness so urgently that  they broke apart  and set up 
the ir own currencies. Now. mutual progress is again being made.

Mr. Taft. Let me, Mr. Chairman, if  I still have sometime-----
Mr. Zablocki. Yes; go ahead.
Mr. Taft. I t seems to me t ha t there is one other area; the other 

members of the committee may know this, but I  feel there is something 
lacking in the approaches tha t you suggested and, frankly , the ap
proaches that we have gotten from other gentlemen before this 
committee.

We had two professors of international law here the other day, 
I  twitted them a bit on the failure to develop any meaningful inte r
national law over the last 20 or 30 years, insofar as international 
security is concerned. They pointed out, and quite correctly, th at there 
had been some development in minor ways, on the fringe areas, but 
none really rela ting to the whole area of international security. It
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seems to me th at  we h ave  fai led  to  tak e the  lead  in th is,  a nd  t hat is n 't 
so much related—it  is rel ate d to  you r supe rord inate g oals—b ut  i t isn’t 
rel ate d pa rti cu la rly  to the ways  you have sug ges ted  that  we are g oing  
to be get tin g a t th em.

I  don’t thi nk  w ith  jus t ma ter ial  pro gre ss,  o r p rog res s in com munica
tion s or even progres s in research  as to wh at ou r common inter es ts 
are , is necessa rily  going  to  work, unless at  th e same time  you  are  some
how able to pu t on to  th is  a fra me wo rk of  law , ju st  as we have don e 
wi thin the de velopm ent  of  our free n ations.

Wo uld  you comm ent on th at  ?
Mr. Rock. Well , I would  agree. I  th in k of  law  as a dev elopm ent  

elem ent,  and  as closely rel ate d to the  social and behavio ral  sciences . 
Indeed, one proje ct,  wh ich  I  don’t believe ha s eve r been  adequa tel y 
financed, is a com prehensive , sys tem atic , and de tai led  com par ison of  
the  law all ove r th e wo rld . T he re has been some work done  in  the  a rea .

Mr. Taft. Th e In te rn at iona l Com mission  of Ju ri st s has  done  qu ite  
a lot  of  work  alo ng  those  lines.

Mr. Rock. Ce rta in ly  law, a new fra mew ork of  law , rel ate d to a 
change d in te rn at iona l str uc ture , is go ing  to be esse ntia l. I t  now lacks 
the rep res en tat ive  d ep th  it  c ould  have  w ith  invo lvem ent  of  large  n um 
bers of  l awyer s fro m aro un d the globe.  Suc h involvement  cou ld have 
more p oten tia l f or  liv ing, d ynamic forc e in n ations.

Mr.  Taft. Ma ny Con gressm en wou ld say the  law  is too  im po rtan t 
a busin ess to leave to  the  lawyers , too. Professo r Rock , and I  feel a 
lit tle  tha t way  abou t it. I  don’t t hi nk  it  is  merely  a res ponsibi lity  o f the  
ba r of  various  na tio ns . I  th ink it has  go t to be accepted at  the top 
level, and  the po int th at  I  wou ld make is th at I do n’t th in k all the  
research  in the  wo rld , and all of  the un de rs tand ing and com mu nica
tion in the  world  is go ing to lead  all of them to feel th at  the y have a 
common goa l, or  th at  you  can ar rive  at som eth ing  th at  is mutua lly  
beneficial to them .

Und er  the law , th at  isn ’t true  with in  a deve loped na tio n or  society. 
We accept th ings , un de r the law , th at  we do n’t like , bu t we acc ept  
them , because the y ar e the  law , and I  th in k you are  g oin g to hav e to 
have  tha t kin d of  a sit ua tio n if  you  a re eve r g oing  to hav e m eaning ful 
str uc ture  of  in te rn at iona l peace.

Mr. Rock. W e acc ept  them w ith in  n at iona l commun ities .
Mr. Taft. Yes.
Mr. Rock. Be cause we hav e a sense of  common purpo se,  su pe ro rd i

nate goals , t hat we h ave somehow acquired th ro ug h his tory.
W ha t I  am sugg estin g is th at  by th is  kind  of  research and ex pe ri

me nta tion, you can  spe ed th at  process, and pe rhaps, to some deg ree,  
keep up  wi th the changes  in th e envir onme nt and  the re latio nship s 
th at  a re int roduced  w illy-nil ly by new technology.

You see, I  t hi nk  t hat  law,  before the  economic develop men ts star te d 
at such a pace, was  no t req uir ed to  cha nge  da ily  as some new tec h
nology was in troduced . Now , a new tec hnolo gy comes in, automobil es in 
the last  30 years , or  television,  or  wh ate ver it migh t be, and we do n’t 
have a way  fo r read ju st in g polit ica l and legal re la tio nship s at  the 
pace t hat  the  tech nolog y is requ iri ng  them  to  cha nge.

Mr.  T aft. Tha nk  you, Mr.  C ha irm an.
Mr. Zablocki. Thi s poses ano ther  question  rela ted  to it .
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Mr.  Rock, you  say  th at “We Am eri can s are pro blem-solvin g peo 
ple. Th is has been  ou r genesis. We  have an impeccable fa ith  in the 
solva bil ity  o f a problem . We  a re accustom ed to dev isin g new me thods 
an d tech niques , and giv en ou r abu ndanc e, we hav e usually  been able  
to  b ring  i t off.”

You  seem qu ite  co nfident th at  we can  d o it ourselves wi thou t the  co
op erat ion or  real ly  wi tho ut an effort  on th e part  of othe r cou ntr ies , 
if  we a re  w ill ing  to  e xpend our resources. Now,  the re  is a question, of 
course, how much of o ur  resou rces sho uld  go  into thi s ef fort? You have, 
I  belie ve, sta ted  th at it  should be at  leas t some where ne ar  t he  figu re 
of  ou r mili ta ry  ex pe nd itu re ; th at  w ould be, at  least, some $70 bi llion.

Mr. R ock. No ; I d id n’t.
Mr.  Z ablocki. Bu t if  we even spend $70 b illion,  will  we on ou r own 

be able  to  find  a solu tion which the  res t o f the  world  w ill accep t ? That  
is the  quest ion in my mind.

Mr. R ock. $70 bi llio n wou ld be  adeq uat e, bu t I  d id n’t rea lly  m ean to 
su gg es tth at . [L au gh ter.]

Mr. R ock. T he  reason that  I  have come to the  v iew th at  th e Un ite d 
State s ou gh t to  tak e the  in iti at ive in  th is  respec t is a resu lt of 
wa tch ing  wh at happens in othe r fields. In  ter ms  of aid , in ter ms  of 
weapons, in ter ms  o f almost ev erythin g, there  is a grea t deal of  c opy
ing , of  acti on and reactio n, rec ipro cal  act ion  of a kin d, between the  
na tio ns  of the wor ld. I t is my view th at  if  we were  to tak e th is  kin d 
of  in itiat ive, the Sov iet Un ion  and, ho peful ly,  eve ntually , even the  
Chinese , wou ld feel th at  they  wou ld be obliged to res pond to it in 
or de r to  ma tch  the pro posal s a nd sugg est ion s and act ivi ties th at  w ould  
emerge.

Th is  is c er ta in ly  t he case in weaponry,  in ter ms  o f surviv al. The re
sponse. could be slower in  th e case o f c onstruc tive reso luti on of  conflict, 
bu t I  t hi nk  it would fol low ; it  has in some small ways;  the fact  th at  
the Congress created an arm s con trol  agency did resu lt in a response 
in the Sov iet insti tu tio na l system to  follow wh at was done.

One  of  the in teresti ng  aspects of  the influence of th is kind  of ac
tiv ity is t hat the adversa ry as well as the  a lly  has to rea d and respond. 
As we kno w, all na tions  collect each othe r's  basic and appli ed  scien
tific ou tput . Th ere  is a tremendous int era cti on  go ing  on as a result  of 
ha ving  to  rea d and cope with the ideas the othe r fellow is pu tti ng  
out . My view wou ld be th at  if  we were  to rea lly  make a major  in 
vestm ent in political  dev elopment,  des igned to con trol and provide 
constructive  outcomes to confl ict, the n there wou ld be responses in 
tim e from ou r adver sar ies  of the same k ind . Th is is t ru e in  a ny  area — 
th is may be too speculative.

Mr. Zablocki . C ert ain ly,  y ou r st ra tegy  o f inte rde pen den ce between 
the Un ite d St ates  and Sovie t Un ion  is som eth ing  t hat  we w ould  like, 
of  course,  to  see come to  pass, bu t le t me ask y ou, in view of the  Cz ech
oslovakian invasion, the sup pre ssion  of the  Russian libera ls,  which 
was i n the U.S.S .R. anoth er  man ife sta tio n of  the  ha rd  line , what op
po rtu ni tie s do you see fo r clos er coo peratio n wi th Russia now?

Mr. R ock. We ll, it  may tak e time. I th in k there is a tension in the  
Sov iet Un ion . Th ere are  gr ou ps  in  the int ell ec tua l com munity  who 
are very much concerned wi th the  pro blems of  rel ati onships , exactly  
as we are , and they are  there  to  work wi th.  It  is true  th at the  Czech
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invasion is a setback. There are in the Soviet Union hard  liners  who are 
very influential, as they are in other countries.

On your former question, I would just  like to reply in a slightly 
different vein. I express confidence, because I believe that  this approach 
has possibilities. However, I  am not sure how high the probabili ty is. 
Certainly , the prospects compare favorably with certa in weapons. 
Moreover, I don’t believe we are talk ing about billions ini tial ly;  I 
think  we may be ta lking about hundreds of millions. We seem to be 
going ahead with  the ABM, even though scientists for whom I  have a 
good deal of respect question its  effectiveness. In  th at case, we are pre
pared to  spend several billions.

I would like to see reciprocal political development tried , and I ex
press a great deal of confidence in thi s direction, but I  am not arguing 
tha t the probability  of success is necessarily near certain ty.

Mr. Zablocki. Well, the problem is that you can’t find the tangible 
evidence as rapidly and as clearly in your proposals as one can in the 
ABM system. That seems to be necessary in reaction to the Soviet 
entering into tha t kind of a system, and stepping up its offensive 
weapons capabilities.

Your theory  is, of course, plausible, and should be researched com
pletely. And, of course, it depends upon research into the behavior 
sciences, which leads me to this quest ion: At the present time, the  De
partm ent of Defense has the major, if not the entire bulk of funding 
for these purposes, part icula rly in the foreign area, social behavior, 
science research.

How has this situation affected this research? Do you believe th at 
if the Pentagon gets out of this business, i t will c ripple  the national  
research capabilities in this area, or  should these studies and research 
be tr ansferre d from the Department of Defense to State? Wh at are 
your views in this respect ?

Mr. R ock. One of the reasons we don’t have more tangible evidence 
of the effectiveness of behavioral and social science is that  a large 
proportion, the overwhelming proport ion, of the fund ing in this 
area has been in the Departmen t of Defense, and has been subsid
iary to the general weapons development and mili tary  milieu. This 
is not the most hospitable environment. It is comparable, in my view, 
to asking the behavioral scientists, or rathe r, placing the behavioral 
scientists in charge of designing a fighter plane. I wouldn’t have much 
confidence in the fighter plane.

In fact, you have had hard  scientists, and military people, t ryin g 
to run a behavioral and social science program. The result is t hat  it 
doesn’t have the tempo and focus t ha t is required. Of course, there 
are developmental problems in behavioral and social science as well 
that  need to be dealt with.

Mr. Zablocki. You would advocate, then, transfer of th is research— 
if not all of it, the bulk of it—to some other agency ?

Mr. Rock. I  think  Defense has need for behavioral  and social re
search. However, the research aimed at political development and the 
control of conflict, I think,  ought to have another home. Defense 
needs research on the performance of the individual and the squad, 
and so on, in the m ilitary organization, as such. They also need knowl
edge of foreign areas in which they may have to operate still perhaps
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it might be obtained in a much more effective and less troublesome 
fashion by locating the activities  elsewhere.

Mr. Zablocki. I noted tha t you haven’t named the home for it. 
Would you care to advise th e committee in your opinion where, if a 
change is made, research should be placed, in the National Social 
Science Foundation,  or the State Depar tment  o r some other governmental agency ?

Mr. Rock. I think  it is really quite incredible that  the State De
partment spends something in the order  of $125,060, or something 
of th at amount, for behavioral and social science research. This would 
not have been adequate at the end of the  19th century, let alone near 
the end of the 20th century.

On the other hand, it seems to me that  an argument might be made, 
as I have suggested, for reformulating  the  role of what we now call 
ACDA and incorporating  with that  activity a good deal of the be
havioral and social science research tha t has been supported bv De
fense. It might require a new agency designed to provide informa
tion and innovation in the field of political development and conflict 
control, which would have a re lationsh ip to State and provide assist
ance to Defense, but which would operate independently.

In an ideal world, the research and development effort could be 
part of State. However. Sta te has been focused on negotiation. It ’s 
viewpoint has a strong flavor of historical determination. The view
point is changing, but is still fair ly dominant. Historical determinism 
suggests th at you have to cope with things as they come along rathe r 
than  devise new ways, new processes, new structures for handling  them.

Mr. Zablocki. Well, I detect, then, saying it in layman’s language, 
would be that  although the child is at a home that is undesirable at the 
present time, the State  Departm ent would be a preferable home, but 
you would suggest that a new home be formed, perhaps within ACDA. 
How about the th ird alternative tha t you had proposed in your paper ?

Mr. Rock. I didn ’t talk of the social science foundation, because I  
didn’t know at what period of gestation it now was, and just how 
soon we could expect it to come into existence.

I think it would have a major role to play, both in strengthening 
the behavioral and social sciences, and in suppo rting a good deal of 
the kind of research we have been talking  about today.

Mr. Zablocki. Well, you have a very good grasp of the political 
situation. That  period is going to be long.

Mr. Taft .
Mr. T aft. Just one question along that line.
You haven’t mentioned the agency which I had assumed was the 

principal gathering source of informat ion in this connection, the CIA.
Would you comment on its role in connection with that?
Mr. Rock. I haven’t because I think it important that  this research 

and development lie done overtly. If  we are going to get a reciprocal 
response from other countries, it is essential.

Mr. Taft. Do you t hink tha t eliminates the CIA?
Mr. Rock. Well, I did n't know it was in the overt business, but maybe it is.
Mr. Taft. Well, I think it is, to some extent. There are double 

functions,  of course, involved.
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Mr. Rock. If  you develop a concept like this, then you would look 
at the activities throughou t the Government and see what relates 
to it tha t ought to be brought together. I am just not party to what, 
if anything, you would move out of CIA  at tha t point.

Mr. Taft. Well, the inform ation-gather ing agency, or function, is 
not necessarily part icula rly another than overt, as far  as I know, 
and I think th at probably any agency moving in th is direction is cer
tainly  going to coordinate and work with and use the information 
gathered  there, because that  is where much of the information is 
actually gathered.

Mr. Rock. I would try  to distinguish this from intelligence qua 
intelligence. I t is developmental, it is an R. & D. in experimentation 
outfit. I t is different th an the intelligence responsibi lity for the Gov
ernment. It  is supposed to be inovative, to devise new ways of doing 
things.

Mr. T aft. I  agree with th at,  but let’s take Red China, trying to get 
into a developmental phase as to what we are going to do, which 
none of us seem to have any answers to, and everybody really admits 
they have no answers to it at the present time.

You are going to have to rely to a great extent on the information 
tha t is gathered, I think , by groups such as the CIA, because you 
can’t get the information any other way.

Mr. Rock. It  would have a relationship to it.
Mr. Taft. Yes.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Zablocki. Of course, the agency that would be doing the re

search would be, to some extent, at least, giving  guidance to policy, if 
not making policy.

Mr. Rock. Yes.
Mr. Zablocki. And I wonder where the CIA would fit in tha t 

regard. But then, too, the CIA’s present image would probably hurt 
the effort, rather than  help it.

Mr. Rock. I would th ink  so, and I would view this new agency as 
an exponent of a point of view. There might be sharp differences, say, 
with Defense on certain questions, which would highlight what the 
choices were for Congress and the Nation, whereas the C IA is ideally 
supposed to be providing straight  information.

Mr. Zablocki. Not editorial izing.
Mr. Rock. Y es.
Mr. Zablocki. Professor Rock, in your list of the gaps in political 

development, as you said, it would be long. Indeed, you lis t seven.
Would it be presumptuous on our part on the subcommittee to ask 

your judgment on how these gaps in each instance, might be resolved, 
and the gaps could be closed ?

For example, you say a comprehensive arrangement with the Soviet 
Union for the control and limitation of nuclear weapons is one prob
lem area. I gather  the nonprolifera tion treaty, in your opinion, is a 
step in that direction.

Is there anything fur the r that , in your opinion, the United States 
could exercise as init iative?

Mr. Rock. When you ask what to do about comprehensive arrange
ments, you are really asking what is the structure of the world going to 
be like when we actually  resolve the questions tha t were induced into



228

world society by nuclear weapons. We are now using a World W ar II  
set of relationships to deal with a technology for which they are no 
longer adequate.

We can’t forever live with multiple sets of nuclear weapons aimed 
at each other.  So we are going to have to provide a political frame
work which changes tha t arrangement  in some fundamental way. I 
have a very unclear view of how we are going to get to tha t ta rget. I 
think  we are going to have to do it. Otherwise, sooner or later, nuclear 
proli feration is going to sta rt taking place again. Ind ia and Japan, 
and so on ; Germany, perhaps.

The immediate question is how the United  States and the Soviet «
Union are  goingto develop a close political re lationship.  This question 
has to be approached on every possible f ront, from science through 
business through the Government. What we are thinking  of, down 
toward the end of the  century, is the kind of re lationship we have with 
England, or perhaps something like tha t with Canada, which has its 
troubles, but it is very close, nevertheless.

What the intervening steps are  is very difficult to perceive, but that 
is the direction, it  seems to me, we have to move.

Mr. Zablocki. You are advocating a bilateral  arrangement with 
the Soviet Union, in nuclear weapons ?

Mr. Pock. No. You mean the Soviets and the United States  ?
Mr. Zablocki. Yes.
Mr. Pock. No, because you really-----
Mr. Zablocki. The reason T have th at opinion is because a compre

hensive arrangement with the Soviet Union-----
M’\ P ock. Well, the Soviets and ourselves are Pie prim ary players 

at the moment, bu t eventually, we are going to have to include the 
Chinese and the others mentioned. We are moving toward a whole new 
pohtical structure  for the internationa l system. It  is difficult to vis
ualize it today, but that  is the dri ft.

Mr. Zablocki. It  would be wrong, then, to interpret  tha t despite the 
fact that the nonprolifera tion trea ty has now progressed to some 
extent, it. is not advisable to attem pt bila teral relations with the Soviet 
Union ?

Mr. P ock. No; I think,  as a matt er of fact, tha t is provided 
for in the t reaty. As I  unders tand it, the  powers will now move on to 
attempt a comprehensive control and limitat ion o f their own weapons, »
looking eventually toward  a scaling down o f their weapons systems.
Tha t is an element in the  treaty.

We must move beyond nonprol ideration, which was really aimed 
at other people. We must deal with the problem between the Soviets <
and ourselves, as to how we are going to limi t and control our nuclear 
weapons. Other countries are not going to forever disavow nuclear 
weapons, if the Soviet Union and the United States are not able to 
reduce their reliance on them.

Mr Zablocki. I t is probably  presumptuous then, on mv part, but 
your list intrigues me so th at I would like to have your views on all 
points. F or instance, you say a  grea t variety o f procedures and under
standings must be enlarged to  guard against escalation of conventional 
conflicts in different areas of the world.

What would you suggest should be done in this regard  ?
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Mr. Rock. Well in the Middle East , I think, we are going  to 
have to create, for example, some kind of U.N. milit ary capabiliti es 
there to main tain peace. That  is one possibility.

Mr. Zablocki. And your thir d point—jus t give examples for each 
of them—the systematic strategy and set of tactical instruments  to 
influence Europe’s long-run movement toward integration independ
ence.

How would your present NATO involvement be related  to your 
third issue ?

Mr. Rock. There we need to consider the gradual reduction of 
our milit ary involvement in  the NATO area. This, of course, is now 
hung up on the  Soviet intervention in Eastern Europe. In the  long run. 
we need to move away from the deep military involvement we have 
had there toward other kinds of relationships in education, science, 
and business and on terms tha t the Europeans can accept.

Mr. Zablocki. In  your opinion, then, we should lessen our  military 
posture in Europe?

Mr. Rock. Well, I don’t see any vital  military need. I  may be 
beyond my certain knowledge. Given the increased capability of con
ventional forces, sea-based forces, and air-carrie r forces, I don't see 
any vital mili tary  need for us to keep our forces in Europe.

The reason we are doing so is really a testimony to our willingness 
to defend the West Europeans, particularly .

Mr. Zablocki. Tha t is rather an important political question.
Mr. Rock. I t is. One hopes at some point  tha t we could work 

toward a Germany where that wasn't any longer required. This means 
moving with the Soviets as well as Western Europe.

Mr. Zablocki. Of course, the third and fourth points are somewhat 
related. An experimentation with concepts and means to induce the 
Soviet Union to give up intervention in Eastern Europe. Tha t is the 
$64 question. How do we do that ?

Mr. Rock. As suggested in the text, one of the stops is to ex
pand our political  and economic relations with  them. I would like to see 
opening up of trade with the Soviet Union on a far  wider basis than 
we have been willing  to or been able to in the past.

Mr. Zablocki. Well, we have been, our policy has been tending  to 
ward tha t direction, certainly  toward Eastern European countries, and 
when we tried to build bridges in Czechoslovakia, or had hoped to do 
in Czechoslovakia, the Soviets reacted.

Mr. Rock. I  haven’t looked at tha t in detail. My impression would 
be, though, th at  there is a balance here, how far you move in Eas tern  
Europe, and how far  you move in the Soviet Union. I t may be 
tha t until you go farther  with the Soviet Union, you can’t make as 
much progress as you hoped in Eastern Europe.

Of course, in your text, you had some views on strengthen ing of 
regional groupings.

NIr. Taft. Mr. Chairman, on that trade question, if I might, if you 
would yield.

Mr. Zablocki. Oh, yes.
Mr. T aft. Do you think tha t there is a sufficient economic basis for 

building United States-Sovie t Union t rade  to anything of any major 
importance?

Mr. Rock. I th ink the-----
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Mr. Taft. I mean tha t I don’t know what they have got tha t we 
want. I have been over there and talked to them about it and asked 
them, ‘‘What have you got that  you want to sell us?”

And they say some oil well dril ling  machinery, and a few rare 
metals, and maybe some furs, and what else is there ?

There really isn't tha t much interdependence, tradewise, on the 
economic bases involved.

Mr. Rock. No, you are right . If  you would look at it in eco
nomic terms alone, you migh t not find i t very interes ting a t th is time. 
If  you look at it in the context of  political development, you might find 
it quite interesting.

Mr. Taft. I agree with that.
Mr. Rock. When the bureaucrats in a society acquired automo

biles, for example, it seemed to change their view to some extent, 
and I would like to see the Soviets deeply committed to a private transportation.

Mr. Taft. They had better s tart figuring out where they are going to nut, thei r parking garages.
Mr. Rock. Well, we have some of the follow-on problems now.
Mr. Zablocki. One of our colleagues has suggested that  we could 

assist the Soviet Union, develop cooperation and interdendence, if  we 
build homes for them, and roads. Help  them with problems we have 
here in this country or to meet shortages.

Mr. Rock. On the homefront, they seem to have prospects of 
doing very well. For  example, they have developed by a series of trials 
and errors and by a very stark kind of living, one of the greatest poten
tial housing mass production industr ies anywhere.

Mr. Zablocki. My colleague will be disappointed tha t one of our 
avenues of possible cooperation has been shattered by your testimony. 
[Laughter.]

Mr. Zablocki. My last question, if I may, and I  think this one is one 
we are all deeply interested in. It  is sixth on your list, and calls for 
“Pla ns for demilitarization of the United States political interest in 
Southeast Asia.”

This  would indicate that we will, after  the Vietnam War,  I  suppose, 
review our treaties of mutual  assistance to the area, which might, of 
course, necessitate responding militari ly when there  is a confrontation. 
We would like to see that be supplanted by regional groupings, but I 
am concerned with the United States political interest  in Southeast Asia.

“Plans for demilitar ization  of the  United Sta tes political interest in Southeast  Asia.”
Just what did you mean by that ?
Mr. Rock. My assumption was tha t we would have a continu

ing interest in the area, but tha t it would be desirable if it rested 
less, considerably less, on our military commitment to  the area. The 
point relates to the next one. We don’t know very well, if  at all, how 
to assist, a country in achieving  both political stability and self-gen
erated economic growth.

Also, we don’t really know how to help a country maintain stab ility, 
when it is along the borders of China or in some cases, the Soviet Union. 
In  Burma, there has been almost no involvement. I t has had fairly 
stab le periods with  really no growth. We referred to it as stagnation.
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In  Tha ila nd , we h ave  become m ore and m ore involved in the  coun try , 
wi th certa in side  e ffects  t hat are  un favo rable fo r Tha ila nd 's fu tu re  as 
a stab le, ind ependent  socie ty. I f  we are  no t go ing to become involved 
again  the re in th e n ea r f utur e,  we have to  develo p a  whole new r el at io n
ship to  these countries,  new p at te rn s w hich would a llow  us to reduce  ou r 
mili tary  involvement  wi tho ut deny ing  t hat  we sti ll hav e an ul tim ate 
pol itic al in ter es t in  them.

Mr. Zablocki. Wel l, thi s is the  pu rpose of  my qu estion,  you seem to be 
say ing  that  we have  a packa ge d eal,  th at we g ive  economic ass istance , o r 
are  only able to give economic assi stance  i f it  is tied in wi th some m ili 
ta ry  or  some ass istanc e tow ard s na tio n’s sta bi lit y and dependen ce.

Now, th is  is no t q ui te tru e. We  have given assi stance  to  countr ies  in 
the  a rea , lar ge  sum s o f economic assis tanc e, wi thou t a ny m ili ta ry  p act. 
In  In di a,  and Indo nesia , the only  tim e we h ave  giv en mili ta ry  assis t
ance, fo r t he ir  own defense and  sec uri ty,  is w hen they reques ted i t, de 
mande d it.

There for e, I  do n’t th in k we rea lly  have mili tariz ed  ou r forei gn  po 
licy in South east Asia —I  wondered wh eth er in yo ur  pro posal , you  
mea nt th at  the Uni ted State s sho uld  with draw  its  presence  fro m the 
area. 1 hope  th at  wa s not y ou r in ten tio n.

Mr. R ock. No ; th a t was------
Mr. Z ablocki. Or maybe  it  was,  and m aybe you h ad  a reason fo r i t.
Mr. Rock. No ; my  intent ion  was to sug ges t th at  we wou ld wis h 

to re ta in  ou r pres ence in the area , bu t th at  we needed a me tho d 
fo r de mili tariz ing th at  presence on the  mainlan d of South eas t Asi a.

So that  I would  envisage, as you sug ges t, a str on g economic  aid 
pro gra m,  if  reques ted , an d i f necessary.

Mr. Zablocki. I  suppose if we j us t tak e Vietn am  and Th ai land , th e 
Ind ochina  Pe ninsula,  as an are a, and iden tif y it, there  is no quest ion  
abou t i t, b ut we must cons ider the e nt ire  reg ion . I n  P ak is tan,  I nd ia , we 
have  given economic  assi stance  by fa r gr ea te r th an  mili ta ry  aid , an d 
the  only  m ili ta ry  ass ista nce  we gav e was af te r the y req ues ted  it.

Mr. Rock. I  am sorry . W ha t I was  t ry in g to say is th at  we shou ld 
not with draw  ou r in ter es t in the are a, bu t th at  we sho uld  pu t ou r 
rel ati onships  on ot he r t ha n a s tri ct ly  m ili ta ry  basis.

Mr.  Zablocki. W ell , I un de rst an d th at , an d it  was my un de rs ta nd 
ing  th at  it is exac tly  wh at ou r pol icy  has been in the past.  It  was  
str ic tly  on the economic  basis , ass ist ing  t he  cou ntr ies , and we en tered 
into  m ili ta ry  a ssistance  only when  requeste d. An d, there for e, we r ea lly  
don't  need demili tar iza tio n of  t he  U ni ted St ates ’ po lit ica l int ere st.

Mr . Rock. I  am  sor ry.  You  are re fe rr in g to In dia  an d Pak is ta n 
which are ou tside  the are a th at  I  ha d in mind.  W ha t I  am ta lk in g 
about is So uthe as t Asia, the  Indo ch ina Peninsula, plu s Tha ila nd , 
where we are r at her  heavily  m ili ta ri ly  inv olved.

Mr. Zablocki. You wou ld in clude Indonesia  ?
Mr. Rock. Indo ne sia  in wh at  sense?
Mr. Zablocki. I n  the  sense of  d em ili tar iza tio n of  t he  Un ite d St at es  

inte res t.
Mr. Rock. W el l, we never have had a m ili ta ry  inv olvement  wi th  

Ind one sia .
Mr. Z ablocki. Well,  we did n' t g ive------
Mr. Rock. In  the  e arly tim es: yes.
Mr. Zablocki. We gav e some program s, tr aining .
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Mr. Rock. Yes. Indonesia , I would again distinguish as an off
shore nation of considerable size and potential. I would tend to t rea t 
Indonesia in the same way, if requested, as we have India and 
Pakistan.

Mr. Zablocki. I am looking back, for example, at Vietnam. Our 
assistance to Vietnam in the initial stages was purely economic, un til 
about 1956,1957. Of course, prior to that , we were giving in 1954 to the 
tune of a half  a billion dollars  to France, and part of t hat , of course, 
was military, for the purpose of keeping France operative in the area.
But our ear lier intent ions were, certainly our programs were and poli
cies were, not military, but the circumstances made it necessary for our 
gett ing deeper and deeper involved in the military purposes. •

For example, the m ilita ry is the greater portion  of  our expenditure 
in the area today.

I have no furthe r questions.
Mr. Taft .
Mr. Rock. If  I may respond to that , because the Vietnam case is 

relevant  to what we have been talking about.
We went in there aft er suppor ting, afte r providing the resources 

for the French. We went in there with a non-political view of the 
problem. It  was primarily mili tary  and economic. The first, as I  recall 
the first commitment was for a couple of hundred  million dollars, 
which had a very large mili tary  component in it. My emphasis would 
be on the political development of the  country, on the stabi lity of the 
government, the relationships to its people, and effective political 
organization from the top down to the grassroots. We could, in a 
small way and with new kinds of knowledge, help them in creating 
a viable political-economic entity  in some of these places.

Mr. Zablocki. Actually , what you are really saying is tha t we 
should find some solution, some new method, some political develop
ment, where we can withdraw from our commitment such as SEATO, 
and eventually, tha t would include CENTO, and, if we go further, 
it will be NATO.

The view I see here, or the thought, is tha t we should not have 
mili tary  treaties, if we can possibly avoid them.

Mr. R ock. Well, I  have long fe lt th at our involvement on the main
land of Asia in the way we have been involved is not in our interests 
in Southeast Asia. This was focused particularly on tha t regional 
problem. •

Mr. Zablocki. I t was not in our interest, you say, and you would 
for tify  that  statement with what type of argument ?

Mr. Rock. There are the  costs of then having  to respond to a 
local situation with 500,000 men and a fa irly long, limited war, which <
was not supported by our allies in Europe, not wholeheartedly sup
ported by the American people. I t seems to me the costs have been very 
great. The gains, even of success, would have been very small.

Mr. Zablocki. But nobody foresaw the scope of the involvement at 
the time of the first commitment. If  we are going to write off any 
country, if we write off Southeast Asia, write off Europe, and Fortress 
America is what we end up with. Isolationism writes off this par t, 
writes off t hat  part , because it costs too much. You can make tha t 
argument on any involvement th is country had ever had in the past, 
and will have in the future.  And if you are not going to get involved,
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then just build a  fence around our own country, and we have For tress  
America.

Mr. T aft. Mr. Chairman, if I migh t raise a question, too, it  seems 
to me that you can’t jus t deal with the South Vietnam situa tion in th is 
way, without a t least taking a look back a t Korea. And when you take 
a look back at Korea, the question then arises, were the mistakes t ha t 
have been made in Vietnam—and I certainly  concur there have been 
some made—made because we s tarted out to do the wrong thing, or 
because we did it wrong ?

And the other  aspect of it is d id we take on a feasible job, and no 
matter how we did  i t, in sofar as the political struc ture of South Viet
nam is concerned ?

I think  there  is a lot of question about tha t, no matter how much 
we had suggested or t ried  to superimpose improvements in th eir Gov
ernment. We did try  to  bring about changes in the Government, tha t 
was our first approach, really, rather than a military approach. Could 
we have been successful ?

I question i t ; I thin k tha t this  type of problem is f ar more likely 
to be solved if you have some basis in internationa l law. A t least we 
had some kind of basis when we went in in Korea, as compared with 
the situation in Vietnam, where we were tryi ng to deal with jus t a 
specific effect in that  country alone, unilaterally.

Air. Rock. I  am not suggesting tha t we should go back to Fortress 
America. I thin k the United  States has a vital interest in seeing 
tha t no grea t power dominates the Eurasian  land mass. I thin k its 
interest in the outcome in part icular countries is very marginal, such 
as Vietnam. I make that  d istinction with respect to  Vietnam, and, of 
course, some issues are not clear.

In the case of Korea, it was never clear just where the main push 
was coming from, whether it was a Stalin 611011; to fill out the empire 
or whether it was really North Korean.

So, the cases a re not all clear, but in the case of Southeast Asia, it 
seems to me, they were somewhat c learer than  otherwise.

Mr. Zablocki. Th at is debatable.
Mr. Rock. I t always is; yes. [Laughter.]
Mr. Zablocki. Thank you very much, Professor Rock. You have pro

vided a very stimulating morning. We enjoyed your being here, and 
we certainly appreciate your very direct and frank answers.

Thank  you very much.
Nfr. Rock. Thank you.
Mr. Zablocki. The subcommittee stands adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 11:57 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned.)
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STRATEGY AND SCIENCE: TOWARD A NATIONAL 
SECURITY POLICY FOR THE 1970'S

W E D N E SD A Y , M A R CH  26 , 19 69

H ouse of R epresentatives,
Committee on F oreign Affairs.

Subcommittee  on National  Security P olicy
and Scie ntific Developments,

Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met at 10:10 a.m. in room 2255, Ravburn House 

Office Building, Hon. Clement J.  Zablocki (chairman of the  subcom
mittee) presiding.

Mr. Zablocki. The subcommittee will please come to order.
For  the past 3 weeks the Subcommittee on Nat ional Security Policy 

and Scientific Developments has heard testimony from distinguished 
public witnesses on a variety of significant issues affecting our national 
security policy, now and in the decades to come. We have discussed 
the weaponry of the present and future, the effects of technology on 
American strategic thought, the viabil ity of our present alliance svs- 
tem and some alternatives  open to the Nation, as it searches fo r safety 
and order in a disorder ly world.

As a result of our deliberations a number of questions have arisen 
which require answers from those with direct responsibility  for our 
Nation's stra tegic policies.

For  that reason we are very delighted tha t our witnesses today 
that  are with us are  the Undersecretary of State for Po litical Affairs, 
the Honorable TT. Alexis Johnson, and the Assistant Secretary of De
fense for Inte rnat iona l Security Affairs, the Honorable G. Warren  
Nutter, and they are here to give us some of the answers.

I want the record to show tha t our witnesses are accompanied by 
the Honorable H. G. Torbert, Jr. , W olfgang J . Lehmann, Capt. Rob
ert D. Pace, U.S. Navy, Mr. P eter  Knaur,  Mr. Alexander Schnee, and 
Mr. John Getz, and Lt. Col. Donald Floyd , U.S. Air  Force.

We are  h on ored  wi th yo ur  presence , Se cre tar y John so n an d Se cre
ta ry  Nut ter, an d if  you wou ld ca re to begin  yo ur  opening  rem arks , 
Air. Joh nson , we a re  read y.

STATEMENT 0E HON. U. ALEXIS JOHNSON. UNDER SECRETARY OF 
STATE FOR POLITICAL AFFAIRS

Mr. J ohnson. Thank you very much, Mr. Cha'rman. T am not sure 
I am going to  be able to give you the answers, but we will make a try  
at it.

T am sincerely glad to be here thi s morning, as you know, this whole 
subject of scientific developments and it s impact on our foreign policy
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and foreign relations has long been a matter of very strong personal 
interes t to me.

Mr. Chairman, I am very glad to be here th is morning. This com
mittee is addressing a subject of major  bearing on our national se
curity. I find myself in full agreement with the central thought ex
pressed by you, Mr. Chairman, in opening these hearings tha t strides 
in science and technology require constant review of the quality o f our 
strategic direction and the effectiveness of our stra tegic policies if the 
quality  of tha t thou ght and the effectiveness o f those policies are to 
remain high.

There are many facets to the technological change we have seen in 
the las t 20 to 25 years. There will be just as many or more aspects to the 
changes we are likely to  see in the next quarte r of  a century.

Clearly, two features of our current and prospective technological 
environment are of overr iding significance from the  viewpoint of na
tional security. Firs t, there  is the tremendous explosive power at our 
disposal—and at  the  disposal of others. Second, there is our ability— 
and tha t of others—to deliver tha t destructive power over grea t dis
tances in time periods measured in less than  30 minutes. Other tech
nological developments have occurred which bear directly on national 
security. Still others are over the horizon. Many of these develop
ments, such as high speed/high payload airc raft,  and satellite com
munications, have significant national security implications but none 
are o f as transcendent importance as the nuclear weapon and the ab il
ity to deliver it over long distances.

This hard  fact means, of course, tha t the advantage long enjoyed 
by this country because of geographic position and relative remote
ness from the trad itional centers o f conflict in Europe and Asia, has 
disappeared. There is no longer a meaningful distinction between a 
thre at to the security of those located physically on the dividing line 
which still runs through the center o f Europe and a  thre at to our own 
security. In  essential respects, the same is true in Asia.

Therefore, to an extent unequaled heretofore, this  country is depend
ent on the international  environment in which we live as a nation. 
When tha t environment is insecure anywhere around the globe, that  
insecurity affects the United States. Security  is not simply a function 
of military power. Lack of security, lack of stabil ity, is basically the 
product  of economic backwardness, social upheaval, and political un
rest. The lasting  solution to a secure and stable world environment 
can only be found in the cure of economic ills, in an orderly pattern 
of social change, and in the local, regional and worldwide political 
and institu tional  structures  tha t facilita te peaceful change and 
adjustment.

Thus, in the long run, our own security depends heavily on factors 
other than military power. Meanwhile, however, until a sounder basis 
is created for a stab le world environment, we must of necessity con
tinue  to rely heavily on mutual deterrence.

There are several points tha t I would like to make with respect to 
the implications of what has correctly been called a situation of mutual 
deterrence between the United States  and the Soviet Union.

In the first place, the  maintenance of mutual deterrence cannot be 
taken for granted. Technology continues to change rapidly , and the 
Soviet Union is continuing to exploit new technologies to develop
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and deploy new stra tegic  weapons at  a rapid  rate. In the absence o f 
a reliable agreement to control the strategic arms race, we must, con
tinue substantial efforts to assure th at there are no vulnerabilit ies in 
our deterrent posture. If  we were to permit  such vulnerabi lities to 
occur, it might serve as a temptation to the Soviets to adopt  more 
aggressive or venturesome policies.

On the other hand, and somewhat paradoxical ly, there seems li ttle 
likelihood that  either side can break out of this situation of mutual 
deterrence and achieve a marked strateg ic advantage. Any major  
efforts to achieve a substantial and clear-cut advantage would almost 
certainly  stimulate responses from the other side. Not only would this 
increase arms expenditures, but it also would likely increase political 
tensions. Thus, political considerations have a major  role to play in 
the design of our forces. We must have enough to assure a stably deter
rent posture, but we also must tr y to avoid moves tha t would stimulate 
arms competition and reduce the  chances fo r possible strategic arms 
control agreements.

I recognize tha t the burden of a large Defense Establ ishment weighs 
heavily on our society at a time where there are many unfulfilled re
quirements at home. There are some who advocate tha t we should 
drastica lly reduce our commitments abroad. It  certainly is our desire 
and our intent  to see others carry a fa ir and growing share of the  com
mon defense burden wherever this  is possible. But,  as f ar  as I  can see, 
this country’s secur ity cannot be sought by withdrawal from involve
ment, in the world—however superficially attrac tive tha t notion may 
be to some. On the contrary, the risks, as well as the opportunities, 
posed by technological developments, the costs involved, and the exten t 
to which time and space has been compressed, all indicate tha t deep 
involvement of this country in the affairs of the world is both an i r
reversible fact and a national necessity. So long as there remain in the 
world fundamental divisions by which men live and govern them
selves, it will be in our in terest to  join with o ther nat ions with simila r 
values in collective security arrangements , such as the N orth Atlantic 
Alliance.

On the other hand, we would ignore at our peril the impact of tech
nological change on our strategy and our forces. The implications of 
tha t impact must be the subject of constant and searching analysis 
which, on occasions, might well lead to conclusions quite different from 
those first anticipated. For  example, there was at one time in the 
NATO alliance, a fair ly simplistic concept that  the explosive power 
of the large number of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe migh t be 
a substitute for conventional forces. Subsequently, systematic analysis, 
discussion and debate in the alliance have illuminated some of the 
imnlications of the potentia l use of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe  
and have led us to a new appreciat ion of the value of conventional 
forces in deterring aggression.

Another set of questions relevant to national security concerns the 
role technological change plays in the relationship between ourselves 
and others. ITow do technological developments help to strengthen  the  
ties with others in the free world? IIow do these developments divide?

Let me make only two brief points—and offer one commentary—on 
this question.
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On  one h an d,  new are as of  techno logy can offer va lua ble  new ways  
of  in tern at iona l coo peratio n, th us  st reng then ing our rel ati on sh ip wi th 
oth ers . I  have in min d, fo r exa mple, the  Ato ms fo r Peace pro gra m,  
in iti at ed  by Pr es iden t Eisen howe r and the cooperativ e act ivi ties in 
peace ful  appli ca tio n of  ou ter  space techno logy in which  we are  en 
gag ed wi th  a numb er of ot he r co unt ries .

On the othe r hand , the phenom eno n oft en  describ ed as the  “te ch
nological  ga p” gives ris e to  jealous ies  and fricti on . Th is  is doubly 
un fo rtun ate since th is is a misle ad ing  term.  The ga p between ou r
selves a nd  Western  E urop e, fo r exam ple,  is not so much a technological 
one bu t ra th er  the  res ult  of  di sp ar ity  in size, politi ca l org ani zat ion  
an d resources—financial , huma n, ma nageria l, and  economic—between 
the  Un ite d Sta tes  and  individu al  Eu rope an  countr ies .

In  consider ing  the  op po rtu ni tie s offered  by techno logical  prog ress , 
as well as the  div isiv e pre ssu res  cre ate d by di sp ar iti es  in the  ability 
to explo it th at  pro gress, it  is useful to keep  one basic fact  in mind. 
Science knows no na tio na l fro nt ier s. Th ere is no such th in g as a na 
tio na l monopoly on scientif ic know ledge.

Th e fundam ental  scien tific  discoveries  which ena bled the  Un ited 
St ates  to produce  an atomic weap on in 1945 came from Europ e. So 
did technica l inn ovations such as ra dar  and  the jet  engine. There  is 
ce rta in ly  every reas on to beli eve  th at  othe r grea t ideas, wh eth er they 
be in the basic  or  ap pl ied sciences will con tinu e to come from  else
where—from  Eu rope , fro m Canada, from Ja pan , fro m the  Sov iet 
Un ion  a nd  f rom  o ther  p ar ts  o f th e globe . We have c er ta in  advantag es 
by vi rtu e of our size, ou r economic s tre ng th  a nd the  m anageri al skill  at 
ou r dispo sal in develop ing  pract ica l appli ca tio ns  of  techno logy on a 
lar ge  scale. Bu t, we hav e no monopoly on intelli gen ce,  lea rning , skil l, 
invent iveness, and the othe r basic fac tor s which make fo r technica l 
pro gre ss.  We  are  more dependent th an  we norm all y assume on the  
scien tific and tech nica l sk ills  of o the rs and rec ogn ition of  th is fac t will 
serve us b ett er th an  to  pr eten d o therwise .

I  now come to  one  of the  more immedia te and  pre ssi ng  consequences 
of  advanced tech nological  developmen ts. Tha t is the new sense of 
urg enc y and rea lism wh ich  tech nology  has im parte d to arm s control  
and dis arm am ent measu res  as a goal  of  na tio na l sec uri ty policy. An 
effec tive system of  na tio na l and in ter na tio na l sec uri ty does and mus t 
inc rea sin gly  in th e fu tu re , res t not  mer ely  on the  more tra di tio na l 
com ponents of na tio na l str en gth,  allia nces, and  in ter na tio na l nego tia 
tio ns  of  worldwid e scope such as the U.X . It  must also rest upo n a 
st ru ctur e of  a gre ement s and un de rst an din gs  wh eth er forma l or  i nfo r
mal whi ch can lim it,  stabil ize , and safeg ua rd again st accident or  m is
cal culat ion , the  de str uc tiv e pow er which  modern tech nology  has  
created. Some of the  bu ild in g blocks in th is  newly emerging component 
of  int ern ati onal security have alr eady  been laid. The lim ited tes t 
ban tre aty,  the  agree me nt re la tin g to An tarc tic a,  the  ou ter  space  
trea ty , and the  no np ro lif erat ion trea ty  are the  firs t. It  is ou r hope  
th at  la rg er  and  more sign ific ant  advances can follow . They mus t 
follo w.

In  the  more di stan t fu ture , the re is the broade r question of  the  po 
ten tia l impact of  new breakthrou gh s in science and  tech nology  on ou r 
fu tu re  fore ign  polic y as a whole. Some of  these  po ten tia l developmen ts, 
such as new possibil itie s in we ath er modification, may  have  a very
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direct bear ing on national security. As par t of our  effort toward more 
systematic explora tion of the relationship between these over-the- 
horizon developments and future foreign policy, we in the Department 
of State have entered  into regula r discussions with the scientific com
munity. I t is our intent to continue and to develop this  dialog.

Finally , there is one area of technological change which has long 
been of part icular interes t to me and which offers great practica l new 
opportunit ies in the immediate future. I am speaking of the great 
potential offered by the resources available in and under the two-thirds 
of the world covered by water.

As much as hal f of the world oil reserves already known are under 
water beneath the continental shelves. At this very moment, industry 
is exploiting  petroleum resources at a depth of 200 meters beneath the 
sea and conducting exploration at a depth of 600 meters. Exploitation  
will reach a depth of 450 meters in 5 years. In 10 years, we may be 
drilling at a depth between 1,000 and 2.000 meters and 30 percent of 
the oil and natura l gas consumed is expected to come from underwater 
wells.

It  is clear that this  potential and the other resources in and beneath 
the world’s oceans will offer a tremendous challenge to industry , to 
our academic ins titutions, and to governments. From the standpoint  
of national security, the challenge to government is to see to it that  
exploitation of the resources in and beneath the sea proceeds in a wav 
which will contribute to stability and not detract from it. This means 
early attention to the legal, political, and institu tional implications 
involved as we rapidly  approach this last fron tier on this glolie.

These are some of  the thoughts. Mr. Chairman, which have led me 
to welcome part icularly the interest taken by this committee in the 
impact of  technological change on security. Surely, there is no subject 
more deserving of the constant critical attention of the count ry’s 
leadership, for the answers to questions posed by modern technology 
go to the very hear t of our existence and progress as a nation.

Thank you very much.
(The biography of Under  Secretary Johnson follows:)

U. Alexis  J o hn son

U. Alexis Johnson. U.S. Ambassador to Japan since 1966. recen tly became 
Under Secretary  for Poli tical  Affairs, the thi rd highest jmsition in the Depart
ment  of State. He lias filled a number  of high diplomatic  posts in the U.S. Fo r
eign Service, chiefly in Asia, and lias twice held the  jxisition of Deputy  Under  
Secretary  of S tate  for  Po liti cal  Affairs.

Under  Secreta ry John son was born in 196S in Falun. Kansas. Occidental Col
lege awarded him the  A.B. degree in 1931 and the LL.D. degree in 1957. From 
1931 to 1932 he was engaged  in pos tgradua te stud ies at  the Georgetown Univer
sity  School of Foreign Service.

Afte r some year s as an office manager, Und er Secreta ry Johnson joined the  
Department of Sta te in 1935. By the time the United Sta tes entered World War 
II. he had served in Tokyo. Seoul. T ients in and Mukden. Manchuria.  From 1942 
to 1944 his post was  in Rio de Janiero.  In 1944. he was  assigned to the U.S. 
Army Civil Affairs Trainin g School at th e I ’nivers ity of Chicago.

Retu rnin g to the Fa r East, he was assigned to Tokyo and Manila in 1945. From 
1946 through 1949 he was in Yokohama, becoming U.S. Consul General  the re in 
1947.

Back at the Depar tme nt of Sta te af te r 1949. he became Dire ctor  of the  Office 
of Northern Asian Affai rs in 1951 and Deputy Ass istant Secreta ry of Sta te for 
Fa r E astern  Affairs from 1951 to 1953.

In the period from 1953 through 195S. Under Sec reta ry Johnson was U.S. 
Ambassador to Czechoslovakia.  During thi s period he was hardly  removed from
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Asian Affairs. He was detaile d to the Geneva Conference on Indo-China in 1954. 
In 1955 through 1958 he was deta iled to the  negotiations with  Communist China 
for  the  release of U.S. and  Chinese citizens.

From  1958 to 1961, Under Secretary  Johnson was the  U.S. Ambassador to 
Tha iland, where he also served on the  Council of the  Southeast Asia Treaty 
Organization. From 1961 through 1961, and  aga in from 1965 through 1966, he 
was  back in Washington as  Deputy Undersecreta ry for  Pol itica l Affairs, in the  
office of the Departm ent of Sta te he now heads. Between these  two assignments, 
in 1961 and 1965, he was Deputy U.S. Ambassador to the  Republic of Vietnam. 
His service as Ambassado r to Japan extended from September 1966 unt il his 
confirmation this  year as Under S ecre tary  for  Poli tical Affairs.

Under Secretary  John son was  President  of the American Foreign Service As
socia tion from 3963 to 1964. I n 1964 he received the  C aree r Service Award of the 
Nat ional Civil Service League. The Department of Sta te has published a num
ber  of his artic les and address es on fore ign affairs .

Mr. Zablocki. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Secretary Nutter.

STATEMENT OF HON. G. WA RREN NUTTER,  ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE FOR INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AFFA IRS

Mr. Nutter. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, as a newly initia ted 

person in the Government service, I am part icula rly pleased tha t 
Secretary Johnson has given such an excellent statement of many of 
the problems involved in the area of your investigations, and I want 
to express my regret  in advance tha t I probably will not be able to 
be as informative in this  first contact with the committee.

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the subcommittee, I 
'welcome this opportunity  to appear before you so shortly after assum
ing my duties in the Department of Defense. I will not, of course, 
pretend to be fully informed on the problems being addressed at these 
hearings, but I am already aware tha t scientific developments compel 
us to undertake  a careful review of our national strategic posture, 
particularly as it  relates to our commitments abroad.

I have been impressed by some of the testimony at open hearings 
during the past 2 weeks emphasizing the importance of remaining 
flexible and avoiding undue reliance on any single system for pro
tecting  our Nation. Fo r example, we must continue to  search fo r the 
prope r balance between strategic and general purpose forces. Ex 
perience over the last two and a hal f decades demonstrates that the 
struggle  for  peace and na tional security depends heavily on both.

In the unfortuna te era of confrontation, which we all earnestly 
hope may soon come to an end, our strategic  forces have deterred gen
eral war and use of nuclear weapons by our adversaries. Yet even in 
these times our response to threa ts of aggression has had to rely on 
more than nuclear weapons. We may point to the case of Europe, where 
our security arrangements  hinge on the collective capabilities of our
selves and our NATO allies to meet aggression without nuclear 
weapons if the na ture o f the attack so prescribes.

Over the years ahead, there will certainly  be significant develop
ments affecting the mobility and firepower of our forces. At the mo
ment, it does not seem likely t ha t innovations on the horizon will i n
volve the same leap in technology brought about by introduct ion of 
fusion and fission weapons. While we can never be certain, it  also does
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not seem likely  tho se inn ovations over the  next  few y ears will  rad ical ly  
al te r th e ba sic in gred ients o f ou r defensive postu re.

Tec hno logical prog res s in  t he  m ili ta ry  sph ere  is  becoming more and 
more widely diffused  over the globe, bu t th e Uni ted State s and the 
Sov iet Un ion  will p roba bly re ta in  th ei r l ead  over o ther  cou ntr ies  in  the  
immedia te futur e. Ou r own securi ty in ter es ts in Eu ro pe  and Asia will 
con tinu e to  dep end  he av ily  on close coopera tion wi th ou r allie s, an d 
it  will  be in ou r mutu al int ere sts  to wo rk toge ther  w ith  our frie nds.

I f  we are to proc eed  with  innovative im pro veme nts  while s tre ng then 
ing th e alliances un de rta ke n with ou r fri en ds  in pu rsui t of  mu tua l 
na tio na l int ere sts , we mus t be mindf ul  of  the in ter es ts of  our allies. 
As an example, the AB M deb ate  ha s been, an d will continue to be, 
close ly obse rved  by ou r allie s. The ir  leg itimate concern s ove r deplo y
me nt  o f th at  system  h av e been ca refu lly  ta ke n in to  account. The po in t 
to be made here is th a t we mu st keep in mi nd  the rep erc uss ions of  
technologic al advances o n ou r fri en ds  as well as a dversarie s.

These  are some in iti al  tho ug hts in  my fir st f ew weeks on  the  job.  I  am 
sure t hat I shall hav e ad di tio na l views to  s hare wi th you in  th e fu tur e. 
Meanwhile , I  sha ll do my  bes t t o answer any que stio ns th at  you may 
wish t o d irect to me.

Tha nk  you very m uch .
(T he  bio grap hy  of  Assis tan t S ecret ary  N ut te r f ol lows:)

Dr. G. Warren Nutter

Dr. G. Wa rren  Nutter , economist, is Assistant  Sec reta ry of Defense for  In te r
nat ional Secur ity Affairs.  Until  his confirm ation for thi s post thi s year.  Dr. 
Nu tte r was Paul Goodloe M cInt ire Professo r of Economics at  the University of 
Virginia , Chairman of its Departm ent of Economics, and Dire ctor  of the Thomas 
Jeffer son Center at the Unive rsity .

Born in Topeka, Kansa s in 1923, Assistant  Secreta ry Nu tte r was educ ated  at 
the University of Chicago, which awarded  him the A.B. in 1944. the M.A. in 
1948 and the Ph. D degree  in 1949. From 1943 thro ugh  1946 he served in the 
Army of the United State s.

From 1946 through 1947, Dr.  Nutter  was Instr uc tor of Economics at  Lawrence 
College. He was Assis tan t Professo r of Economies a t Yale University  from 1949 
through 1956. He served with the Centra l Intel ligence Agency from 1952 to 
1953. He jo ined the  fac ult y of the  Un iversity of Virginia as Associate Profe ssor of 
Economics in 1957. He has been a full Profess or at  th e University  since 1958.

Dr. Nu tter has  been a member of the researc h staff  of the National  Bureau  of 
Economic Research since 1955. He was  Economic Adviser to Sena tor Ba rry  M. 
Goldw ater during the Pre sident ial  campaign of 1964.

Dr. Nu tte r’s principa l fields of specia lization in economics are  ind ust ria l or
ganization, economic theory, and Soviet economic growth. He has  contributed to  a 
number of professiona l jou rna ls. His books include The Ex ten t of Ente rpri se 
ilo noply  in  the United Sta tes , 1899-1939: A Quant itat ive  Study of Some Aspects 
on Monopoly, published in 1951: The Growth  of Industr ial  Production in the 
Soviet Union, published in 1962: and The Strange  World  of Iva n Ivanov, pub
lished this  year.

Mr. Zablockt. T ha nk  you. Se creta ry  N ut te r:  of  course,  we will look 
fo rw ard to  your  ad di tio na l view s as the  subcom mit tee pur sue s the  
questions th at  hav e bee n v ita lly  in terest ing to us.

Bo th of  you gentl emen have  give n very fine stat ements.
Mv first  ques tion  would  be to  you , Se cretary John son, on a m at te r 

which many have  a comm on in ter es t, and  th at  is the use o f  the floor 
of  the  ocean.

On page 12 o f yo ur  sta tem ent, you deal wi th the ex plo ita tio n of  oi l 
and gas rese rves  on th e seabed. I t  h as  been sugges ted  th at  the  owner-
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ship of these resources be vested in the United Nations, which would 
profit from leases of these oil rights.

What is your position on that  suggestion ?
I might further ask what problems will our country have if  we try  

to exploit the seabeds? Wha t treaties will be necessary with other 
countries, including our allies?

What problems do you foresee in this part icula r area ?
Mr. J ohnson. Mr. Chairman, afte r returning to Washington on a 

number of occasions, I  usually find when I  come back here that  most 
of the problems which I have had to deal with have been those that 
have continued from the past, and have not changed too much.

As a personal note, when I came back this time, I was briefed on 
this problem of the seabeds, which has, as far  as I am concerned, burst 
upon us just in the last couple of years and the deeper I  got into this  
subject, the more complicated and important it seems to me.

We are in the  process, st ill, of seeking to formulate a U.S. Govern
ment position on this question. I t is one in which we have very great 
conflicts of interest within  our country, within the Government, and 
it is one, of course, in which there are very g reat conflicts in the inter 
national community.

The United Nations General Assembly has established a subcom
mittee on the seabeds, which is now meeting in New York, and will 
again meet this fall.

I would say tha t at the present time, not only ourselves but others 
are still groping for some kind of a policy in this field.

For  example we have said. President Johnson said, if I recall his 
exact words, that  the resources of the deep seabeds shall be used for 
the benefit of all mankind. The question is. where does the Continental 
Shelf  end. and where does the seabed begin ?

One of the problems in this area is th at we simply don’t have the 
scientific and technological knowledge yet to make judgments on these 
questions.

Whereas a great deal o f oceanographic research has been done, there 
is still an enormous amount that we don’t know here. In some ways, I 
think  we know more about space than we know about the sea.

And this question of the Continental Shelf geologists agree that  
there are great resources of oil and gas. on the Continental Shelves.

The Continental Shelf it self needs to be defined. Without going into  
details, in general, you have an area tha t is usually called the shelf, 
tha t goes out someplace, it will go out fifty or a hundred or more miles, 
other places, it will be fa irly  narrow, and then you will have a dropoff, 
fair ly steep, and then before it reaches the deep seabed, there is a sort  
of a bulge that is called the rise.

This is usually at the depth of an average of 1,500 to 2,000 meters, 
and our geologists seem to think  tha t the larger par t of oil and gas 
resources may be found in the area of this rise.

Then you have the deep seabed, or the abyss itself. In addition to 
your oil and gas resources, you have the  mineral resources the man
ganese nodules tha t are found in just untold millions of tons on the 
seabed, from which you get not only manganese, but you can also get 
nickel and copper.

And these you will find on the Continental Shelf itself, as well as in 
the deep abyss.
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Now as f ar as our own interests are concerned, the  National Pe tro 
leum Council is now in the process of drawin g up a position and a view 
on what the oil industry  feels should be our  position.

In general, I  would say that they are tending to move toward c laim
ing a wide shelf. Of course this is a case in which sauce for the  goose is 
sauce for the gander.

If  we claim a wide shelf others, of course, are also going to claim 
wide shelves.

As far  as our defense interests are concerned, in general our interests 
are in a narrow boundary.  This gets involved with the whole question 
of freedom of the seas, and our abil ity to use the seas, although we are 
again talk ing only about the land under the water.

I fact, when a country begins to claim the land under the water, then 
the concern is that  it will tend to move toward claiming the sovereignty 
over the waters above, ancl you get into these problems.

So without going into further  de tail, all I will say is th at this is a 
subject that is very complicated, we still don’t have the scientific in
formation, even, that we need to form a position on it, and I think it 
is going to be considerable time before this Government will be able 
to decide on the position which we feel is going to he in our best na
tional interests—not only of our own coasts, but off the coasts of other 
countries.

Mr. Zablocki. In regard to the use of the seabed for milita ry pur
poses, the Soviet Union, because it would be advantageous to tha t 
country, has offered an agreement forbidd ing the use of the seabed for 
military deployments.

What is our present position in this regard ?
Mr. J ohnson. We, in general, support the proposition that  weapons 

of mass destruction shall not be placed upon theseabeds.
And the Soviets have offered a proposal to the 18-Nation Disarma

ment, Committee now in Geneva on this, and in fact, I have not seen 
the details of it.

In general we suppor t the position that the seabed shall not be used 
for the placement of weapons of mass destruction. "Whether or not we 
are going to he able to arrive  at an agreement with the Soviets on this,  
and also with others, remains to be seen, but in general, we support the 
proposition that it shall not be used for those purposes.

This is somewhat parallel to the position tha t we have taken with 
regard to outer space.

Mr. Zablocki. If  I  may ju st ask one fur ther  question about a very 
interesting note on page 10. You state that in addition to our present 
alliances and internationa l ties, such as the UN., we must also rest upon 
the st ructure of our agreements and understandings, whether they are 
formal or informal .

Then you go on to some examples, such as the limited ban trea ty, the 
agreement rela ting to Antarctica and the outer space treaty.

Mr. J ohnson. Yes.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Secretary’, does tha t mean that the United Nations 

is not as effective as we would like to have it. and tha t if we are going 
to have some unde rstanding and agreements, it will have to be between 
the big powers, and only solely between the big powers, outside of the 
T’nited Nations?
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Air. J ohnson. No, that was not necessarily my implication. The 
United Nations has formed the forum, if you will in which we have 
been able to reach some of these agreements.

Some of them may originate elsewhere like the nuclear nonprolif
eration treaty,  which was one of very heavy interest to both ourselves 
and the Soviet Union, bu t also, the United  Nations was involved in not 
the negotiation of the tr eaty itself, but it was involved in various as
pects of it, and as you know, the United Nations General Assembly 
endorsed the principle of th e treaty,  and this is one of the encourage
ments other countries had toward  adhering  to the treaty .

I might  note in this regard tha t whereas some countries have very 
quickly and very cheerfully  voted for the General Assembly resolu- »
tion, endorsing the principle of the trea ty, when it  came to negotia ting 
and signing the treaty, they have been much slower in doing so.

Mr. Zablocki. My time has long expired.
Governor Thomson. •
Air. Thomson. Air. Secretary,  you have recently returned from 

Jap an,  I believe.
Mr. J ohnson. Yes, sir.
Air. Thomson. And one of our urgent problems there, in tha t part of  

the world, relates to Okinawa. And shortly you will be engaged in a 
meeting of  SEATO.

Air. J ohnson. Yes.
Air. Thomson. Now, have our scientific developments been so great 

that  we don't need Okinawa or SEATO, any longer?
This committee is looking into questions of tha t nature. Have we 

passed the era where we need agreements such as SEATO and bases 
such as Okinawa?

Air. J ohnson. Air. Thomson, I don’t think  so. I  think the nature of 
our bases, the nature of our need for the bases, changes. This is a sub
ject which I  have discussed a great deal with the Japanese.

The Japanese would like to think  the scientific developments, de
velopment of the Polari s and the Minuteman, has eliminated the need 
for bases in their terr itory and what I have said to them, and what I  
believe, is tha t this is far  from the case, because this brings us to th is 
question of the importance of graduated deterrence.

As I  said to them, i f in a si tuation involving the security of Japan,  
or areas immediately adjacent to J apa n in which they are interested, 
the only option open to the United States was to use its st rategic nu- *
clear weapons, the other side might  well estimate tha t we would not 
do so, in any particular situation, and if they were right in that  est i
mate, it would encourage them to nibble here and nibble there, or do 
this and do that , in the  knowledge or the estimate on their par t that we «
would not unleash our full  nuclear power in order to deal with tha t 
part icul ar kind of s ituation.

Therefore, instead of dete rring  war, it would lead to war, possibly 
through mistake, as many people feel tha t the other side were led by 
a misestimate to our intentions to the a ttack in Korea in 1950.

On this, if deterrence—my own view, very strongly, is that if de
terrence is to be effective i t must encompass the wudest possible spec
trum  of actions on our part , that we have the capability for the widest 
possible spectrum of actions.

If  we have open to us a wide spectrum of actions, a possible enemy 
could never be sure which one we might use. but he, knowing th at we



245

do have tha t wide spectrum, he may well estimate, and properly esti
mate, th at we will react more readi ly than  i f we only had one option, 
you might say, of nuclear  strategic nuclear power.

Therefore, I think it is very impor tant, and very essential, to retain 
as wide a spectrum as  possible, of different things you can do, both in 
the nuclear field, and in the conventional field, the  nonnuclear field.

And in this regard, I think  our base position in Jap an,  our base 
position in Okinawa, is very important, and very essential, no t only 
directly to us but also to enable us to carry  out our commitments in 
the area.

Not in the sense of hav ing to fight. My hope is that having the wide 
spectrum open to us, that  it will serve as a better deterrent and re
duce the chances of war.

I don’t think  of these areas so much in terms o f using them to fight 
although we have to be p repared to  do so, and our ability to do so is 
what makes our deterrent  effective, but rather in terms of deterring  
attacks.

Mr. T homson. Well, didn’t the Russians occupy some of the nor th
ern islands of Japa n, and are still holding them?

Mr. J ohnson. Oh, ye s; very much so.
Mr. T homson. And are the agitato rs in J apan  demanding a r eturn 

of those Russian islands ?
Mr. J ohnson. Yes, even the Communist Pa rty  of Jap an came out 

with a statement asking for th eir return. The difference is at the pres
ent time tha t there is no Japanese population in those islands.

The Japanese population at the time of thei r occupation w’as re la
tively small. I t was all evacuated and there is not now any Japanese 
population on the island.

On Okinawa there is a Japanese population of about a million peo
ple, and th is makes a difference of quality in the situation, if you will, 
as far as the political aspects of it are concerned.

Mr. Thomson. Have we ever suggested that  when the Russians re
turn  the islands, th at then we will discuss with the Japanese the return 
of Okinawa?

Mr. J ohnson. No, we have often speculated on whether the Russ ians 
might take the position th at they would re turn  the islands, if and when 
we returned Okinawa.

However, they have not done so. So-----
Mr. Thomson. Well, why don’t we reverse that  in our arguments and 

just  tell the Japanese tha t when the Russians retu rn the islands -we 
will talk about retu rnin g Okinawa.

Mr. J ohnson. Well, I would hate to make our policy dependent on 
what they do, or  don’t do. And I don’t think this would resolve the 
problem on Okinawa.

I would be glad to discuss Okinawa in detail if you wish bu t this 
is a subject you get me started talk ing on and I  can talk a t some length  
on.

It  is a very serious problem, let me say and it is a question of  ir ri- 
dentism, of course.

You have the 1 million people on Okinawa th at want to be reunited  
to Japan. We have been running them under a semimilitary  type of 
arrangement , although they have had increasing autonomy in recent 
years. Okinawa was a prefecture of Japan,  and-----
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Mr. Thomson. The poorest one, I unders tand ?
Mr. J ohnson. The poorest one, and it is an article of faith that every 

Japanese  wants Okinawa returned to it and every Okinawan wants 
to retu rn to Japan.

Mr. Thomson. But retaining  the benefits of the American dollar 
tha t is going in there, if possible?

Mr. J ohnson. Well, some yes and some no, but let me say th at the 
issue is not abandoning our bases in Okinawa. There are the radical 
left,  o f course, that advocate that. The issue is simply whether or  not 
the adminis tration of Okinawa shall be taken over by Japa n, and 
whether our base st ructure there will come under the same arrange
ments as we have with regard  to our bases in Japan .

We should not equate the re turn  of adminis tration to Okinawa with 
a removal of  our base struc ture there. Tha t is not the  issue at all.

Mr. T homson. Thank you.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Fountain.
Mr. F ountain. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, it is nice to see you here in Washington. I t’s good to 

see you again so soon aft er some of us had the pleasure of visiting 
you when we were on a Fa r Eastern study mission last  year.

Mr. J ohnson. Yes.
Mr. Fountain. It  was toward the end of last year, and I want to 

than k you again for the very excellent briefing you gave us, and also 
for the many courtesies you extended to us there.

Mr. J ohnson. Thank you. I  enjoyed having  you.
Mr. Fountain. Mr. Secretary, a recent story in the Christian Sci

ence Monitor says th at the Army is planning to develop what is de
scribed as a nation building school at For t Bragg, N.C., in my home 
State.

I don’t usually have objections to things  going there but I under 
stand its graduates would be considered specialists in overseas stability 
operations, and would fill many posts in the Pentagon and other Gov
ernment agencies.

I wonder if you would give the subcommittee some explanation of 
just, what the purpose of  th is school is, and what it would do, and the 
basis for making this decision ?

Mr. J ohnson. I am sorry, Mr. Fountain, I just don’t—I have not 
seen the article, or heard of the subject. I know th at the Army has 
various trainin g programs down in For t Bragg, but I  am not aware of 
this.

Mr. Nutter. I am not aware of the details, but we would be very 
glad to supply them.

Mr. F ountain. 'Well if you could supply the in formation for us.
(The information referred to follows:)

The United States Army, JF K  Center for  Special Warfare  is planning an 
int ern al reorganiza tion to more efficiently manage the varie ty of courses tau ght 
at  the Cente r to U.S. M ilita ry and allied  officers and enlis ted men. Additionally, 
the  Mil itary Assis tance Officer Program, a new career  program, has  formalized 
ongoing Psychologica l Operations and  Civil Affairs tra ining  to bet ter  prep are 
officers to cope wi th the  complex of polit ico-m ilitary act ivi ties involved in a ssi st
ing selected  foreign countries resolve thei r internal secu rity  problems. It  is to 
th is  expanded tra ining and  reorganizat ion th at  th e question of a nation building 
school p resumably refers .

As ear ly as 1952, Ft.  Bra gg became the  focal point  for  cer tain  aspects of 
mi litary  assis tanc e and advisory tra ining  when the  Psychological Wa rfa re School 
relocated to Ft. Bragg,  Nor th Carol ina, from Ft. Riley, Kansas. From that  date,
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the  Cente r has expanded its tra ining  to include Special Forces,  Int ern al Defense  
and Development, and  increase d milita ry ass istance  and  advisory  tra inin g.

At the present time, the  Cente r offers 13 courses  rang ing in length  from one 
to 15 weeks. The Milita ry Assis tance  Course  is an add itional course designed 
to improve the  Army’s pos ture  in provid ing advice  and  ass istance  to selected  
countries.

This activity  does not represe nt an att em pt by th e Army to ente r in to act ivi ties  
properly belonging to oth er agencies, but ra ther  an effor t to improve its  capa
bility to perform Army tas ks  in underdeveloped countries.

Mr. Fountain. Dr. Nutter , in an interview in the U.S. News & 
World Report of Apr il 13, 1964, I believe yon are quoted as having 
said of the Soviet leaders, “As soon as they Itecome fat, or rather, 
fatte r, they get more belligerent and aggressive.”

w Do you believe the history of the past 5 years has borne out that
view, and if so, what implications does this have for successful arms 
limitations talks with Russia?

Mr. Nutter. Well, Congressman Fountain, I think tha t par ticu lar
* statement was made in the context of  events that had developed up to 

about that point.
As we all recall, reference was made particularly to Chairman 

Khrushchev. As he viewed his country improving, economically, his 
response was not exactlv one of removing pressures from the world, hut 
in fact, the opposite—tha t of institu ting the space race and ultimately 
positioning the missiles in Cuba, and so on.

As to the situation  since 1964, I think tha t with the removal of 
Khrushchev, the difficulties with the Chinese, the explosion of the 
Chinese nuclear weapon and the still, I suspect, unstable leadership 
situation  in Russia, the response has not been the same as it was during  
the Khrushchev period. It  would be a bit premature , however, to judge 
tha t the leadership has in any real sense mellowed and become more 
responsible as thei r conditions improved.

While they have certainly not been more responsible in such im
portant, matters  as installa tion of ICBM's, they have become more 
cautious in certain respects. I  would suspect that the very difficulties 
they have encountered in their economic system have had a great deal 
to do with their  becoming more cautious, and it is in that sense tha t T 
was speaking of the fatness and thinness.

It  is a question of how they respond to improvement in thei r eco
nomic system.

Mr. F ountain. Of course what they are doing in support of North
* Vietnam, while at the same time smiling pleasantly  and talk ing to us 

about, those things in which we all have an interest, certainly indicates, 
T think,  as you point out, th at they have in no sense changed in their  
initial purpose.

> Would you agree?
Mr. Nutter. I would agree with that , Mr. Congressman. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Fountain. Thank you Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Broomfield.
Mr. Broomfield. Dr. Nutter, in the last day or so, the press has 

been having a number of articles regarding  Prime Minister Trudeau’s 
visit, here in the Un ited States on the ABM question. W hat is the real 
story ?

Did we contact the Canadians before the President made his an
nouncement or not ?
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Mr. Nutter. Well, Congressman Broomfield, I am not entirely 
aware of all the circumstances t hat  were involved in this  particular  
situation.

The Canadians were fully  consulted and informed of the proposals 
for the Sentinel ABM system and its technical characteristics and I 
think they have been very carefully informed on ABM matters over 
an extended period of time.

I believe they were informed of the safeguard  decision before the 
President announced it. To what extent there was actual notification 
as to the specific timing of the  announcement, I  am simply not aware.

Perh aps the Under Secretary of State  can be more informative 
than I.

Mr. J ohnson. Does Trudeau say tha t he was not informed of the 
decision ?

Mr. Broomfield. Apparently there have been some stories th at al
lege that, he was not informed of the  position on the modification that  
President  Nixon has announced.

Mr. Zablocki. He says tha t he was not conferred with or  consulted
Mr. Broomfield. Conferred or consulted.
Mr. J ohnson. [Secur ity deletion.]
Let me say on the ABM question tha t long prio r to our decision to on 

the Sentinel, we have been engaged in discussions in the NATO group, 
and primarily in the NATO nuclear planning  group, on the ABM.

So also with [security deletion]. Canada, of course, both bilatera lly 
and as a member of the NATO group, in the  sense tha t we told them, 
explained the system to them, we explained our thinking about it, we 
gave them opportunity to express any views.

We were not seeking to involve them in our decision. But we gave 
them an opportunity to express any views that they may have.

And some did express views, but nothing of a very definitive nature, 
as I recall it.

Now prior  to the Presiden t's statement on the safeguard system all 
of these countries were also informed of what was planned.

[Security deletion.]
Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Nutte r, on nuclear weapons in Is rael, what is 

the si tuation there?
Mr. Nutter. Well, Congressman Broomfield, I think tha t there is 

considerable evidence tha t they have a capability to move toward some 
kind of nuclear production. They are very intelligent people. [Security  
deletion.]

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Secretary, regard ing Okinawa, you are p rob
ably the most experienced man in this area, how do you interp ret Sato's  
change in attitude  on this  whole area of Okinawa ?

Do you feel his statements are, because of the political situation and 
the upcoming elections there, tha t have forced him into a different 
attitude on Okinawa ?

Mr. J ohnson. [Security deletion.] The issues of return of adminis
trat ion of Okinawa is a very popular political issue in J apan, and I 
feel that Sato feels tha t he could not leave this  field to the opposition.

With  such a popular issue, that  he needed to take it  himself. And he 
has tried to handle it,  though, may I  say, in a very responsible manner.

He has kept what he calls a blank sheet, as far as the conditions under 
which it would be returned . He has been subject to very severe Diet 
interpe llations  on it, during  this last Diet session.
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And he has very care fully kept himself full freedom of action as fa r 
as the conditions. B ut as far as the principle  of the return of  Okinawa 
he has taken a fairly s trong stand on th is—not asking for its immedi
ate return , but saying that  it is important that some agreement be 
arrived on setting  a date  a t which it will be re turned , so as to remove 
the issue from politics.

On this, may I say, th e opposition in Jap an  is seeking to mount a 
very major campaign with respect to the security trea ty next year.

As you know, the security trea ty continues indefinitely, unless it 
is renounced by e ither party, which could be done a fter June  of next 
year.

w The security treaty  issue is not a very popu lar or very strong  one
in Japa n;  that  is, most Japanese accept the security tr eaty and desire 
to see it continued.

However, what the opposition hopes to do, and they have announced
« this  publicly, is to bring the  Okinawa issue in which is a popular issue,

and one tha t is subject to demagogic appeal.
Mr. Broomfield. Sure.
Mr. J ohnson. And if  they can bring  the Okinawa issue in, and mix 

it up with the security treaty, there is no direct relationship between 
them, but they can br ing these two things in together, they are go ing 
to be able to mount a much more effective campaign on the  security 
treaty. [Security deletion.]

Sato has very careful ly kept to what he calls his blank-sheet pri n
ciple.

He says, on the  paper on this. He has not committed himself, and 
he is keeping his options open on this.

Mr. Broomfield. I would like to close, Mr. Chairman, by commend
ing both the gentlemen we have today on their  brief prepared state
ments before this committee. This is an unusual situation.

Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Findley.
Mr. Findley. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, in the campaign, Mr. Nixon spoke about the need for 

greate r consultation with our NATO allies, and I have been keenly 
aware, in my study of NATO problems, of th e sensit ivity of Canada, 
sensitivity that arises part ly from our repeated talk  about a partner
ship between the United States and Western Europe,  which le ft Can
ada pret ty much in limbo.

< Because of the  prox imity  of Canada to the United  States, and these
ABM bases, I am disappointed frankly th at consultation did not occur, 
and would apprec iate it if you could give me the rationale,  if you 
know what it was, to justify  the absence of consultation.

I  Mr. J ohnson. Well, I was not personally present or in on all the
discussions on this  [secur ity deletion].

Mr. F indley. But at least we could have said we offered consulta
tion. we asked thei r views, and they had none to present, or chose not 
to present any.

Mr. J ohnson. [Security  deletion.]
Mr. F indley. And our position would be much stronger in our re la

tionship with our NATO allies, because of this procedure, I would 
think.

Mr. J ohnson. Well, I am as you know, I have just arrived back 
recently, and I am simply not personally aware of all the discussions 
that  have gone on.

27-065—69------ 17
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Mr. F indley. I see.
Mr. J ohnson. During the last year with Canada on this  nor did I 

get myself briefed on this, but they have had actual oppor tunity before 
the announcement of the Sentinel system, and during the recent months 
when we have been discussing the modifications of this Sentinel sys
tem. [Security deletion.]

I don’t really think I could go beyond that, sir.
Air. F indley. Well, I don’t wish to make a big to do about it but 

I do feel tha t during the past 8 years our NATO allies have had 
justifiable complaint on a good many occasions tha t they were not 
consulted about matters  affecting them intimately.

Mr. J ohnson. [Security deletion.] *
Mr. F indley. And I  would hate to see the new adminis tration begin 

a new series of such events.
Mr. J ohnson. [Secur ity deletion.]
Mr. F indley. Because it isn’t helpful. *
Mr. Nutter, you are recognized as one of the foremost experts on the 

Soviet Union.
I would like to know if you believe that the Soviet leadership is 

fearful tha t the United States  might launch a first attack?
Mr. Nutter. Mr. Congressman, my judgment would be that they are 

not. They are, of course, very defensive minded, and have been. This is 
characteristic , I  think, of Russian thinking for many years, as a result 
of a number of invasions that they have had to suffer.

But  I would not believe that  thei r assessment of American inten
tions and objectives would be one tha t would lead them to believe that 
we intended to launch a first  strike. Now I can’t be sure what is going 
on in thei r minds, entirely,  but I see no reason for them to  compute 
any such intention to us. They are pret ty hardheaded realists when 
they assess people. They, of course, make their assessments within the 
kind of ideology which leads them to characterize us as capitalistic ex
ploiters and so on; but I really don’t believe they would come to that  
conclusion, on the basis of our foreign policy.

Air. F indley. Do you believe that the average Soviet citizen who is 
aware of world events has a genuine fear of attack by the United 
States ?

Air. Nutter. Of a nuclear attack, Mr. Congressman ?
Air. F indley. Yes, of an attack.
Air. Nutter. I would find it very hard to make a sound judgment *

on tha t matter. I haven’t discussed these matters  with ordinary citi
zens for a long time.

When I  have had conversations, such citizens quite clearly were im
bued with a propagandized view of American policy, which led them <
to argue tha t we were the aggressors in world affairs, that we were 
encircling the Soviet Union, and so on, because this in effect is the 
official position. They also believed that we were installing bases around 
the perimeter of the Soviet Union with aggressive intent.

The ordinary  citizen is very fearfu l of war. The people have suffered 
a great deal. And I thin k tha t the ir views are likely to be very colored 
and tha t they would likely think of us as a potential aggressor on the 
basis of the campaign. On the other hand, they also tend to be quite 
friendly toward the United States for other reasons. They are aware 
of the help tha t we have given them at various t imes; and although
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their  a ttitudes a lways reflect the Soviet p ropaganda effort to separate  
the American Government from the American people, they will speak 
differently.

I know there are g reat differences of opinion on the s trategy of the 
Soviet Union on this parti cular question and on how anxious either 
the Soviet Government or people are about the possibility of attack.  
My own feeling is tha t this is not the overriding  fear or the overriding 
consideration of these people in their thinking .

I think the Soviet Government view is th at we are not going to be 
aggressive toward them or their  satellite countries, and tha t the gen
eral population probably would share tha t view.

Mr. F indley. The other day, I believe it was Haro ld MacMillan 
was quoted as stat ing tha t he thought it desirable in the long term  a t 
least that the United States and the Soviet Union team up in some 
form, in order to meet the aggressive threa t posed by Communist 
China.

This struck me as being backwards theory. I t would seem to me more 
logical at this juncture for the United Sta tes to make some gestures at  
least to normalize relationships with China, if for no other reason than 
to exploit the differences between China and the Soviet Union.

Would you comment on this?
Mr. Nutter. Well, Mr. Congressman, I would hesitate to venture 

into foreign policy at this point. The Defense Department has been 
lectured about this , and perhaps properly  so, in the past.

Mr. F indley. No press is here.
Mr. Nutter. All right , sir.
Well, it is not necessarily just the press. [Laughte r.]
I think  tha t one has to give very careful weight in these mat ters to 

exactly what kind of threat we are talkin g about—whether i t is imme
diate threat , some future threat, something far  off. I  am going to pass 
this ball on to Secretary Johnson,  i f I may, but let me close wi th just 
one comment. [Security  deletion.]

Mr. F indley. I am encouraged by tha t.
Mr. Nutter. Now I  will pass the ball.
Mr. F indley. Thank you.
Mr. J ohnson. Well. I don't know that we want to get into China 

policy. You get me talking about this -----
Mr. F indley. It  is pre tty fundamental, though, and very much be

fore the Nation.
Mr. J ohnson. Let me say, I  have said for many years, as you know, 

I carried on a conversation with them, over 4 years, and kept an in ter
est in th is over the years, I  have said for many years t hat  i f we would 
offer to recognize Communist China tomorrow, they would turn us 
down flat.

Mr. F indley. I would imagine that is true.
Mr. J ohnson. I think the  experience in recent months of both Can

ada and Italy are very il lustrat ive of this. As you know, both Canada 
and Italy have publicly announced the ir intention to establish relations 
with Peking. They have made approaches to Peking.

This is oh, months ago now, and to the  best of my knowledge, they 
have not received any response from Peking.

My own atti tude on China is th at until some fundamental changes 
take place within Peking  itsel f, there is not much more that we could
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do in the way of  offers or  initia tives or proposals th at would have any 
influence on their at titudes at  this time.

Aly own att itude  is, i f I may say so, to mainta in the posture of an 
open door, if you will. At  such time as they desire to move towards a 
modus yivendi of any kind with us, I  would be very responsive. I  think 
these will come in small things,  first, rathe r than in dramatic changes, 
but until these changes do take place in Peking, I don't think  that  
gestures from the outside are going to have much influence on the course of the events tha t a re taking place within China itself.

I think those are the overwhelming factors in the situation.
Mr. F indley. One step the United States could take on its own 

would be to place our trade policy with China on exactly the same basis *as with the Soviet Union. Now this might not lead to trade, but Ger
many, for example, has developed some commerce w ith China, even though it has no consulate, or trade mission at all.

Mr. J ohnson. And also Japan has. Yes.
Mr. F indley. Right.  So a t least we are saying, we are the ones who 

put the trade  block up at the present time, and if we would announce 
that, the trade block was down, would we not be in a better position to have this open door ?

Mr. J ohnson. I think  the subject is open to discussion and consider
ation. You will recall back in 1961, at the time where they were very 
short on food there, President Kennedy offered to consider with them 
the shipment of  grain  to China. We initia lly did this pr ivately to make 
it clear we were not using  it for a propaganda gesture, and they turned 
us down flat on this, as they did on the shipment of medicines and serums.

They have just  shown no real in terest in moving towards any modus vivendi.
The great disappointment, of course, was the cancellation of the 

February 20 Warsaw meeting. I  think i t was the hope of all of us tha t 
this might give us some clues or insights as to whether they were 
interested at all in moving, and their  abrupt cancellation of th at indi
cated that  there was undoubtedly  confusion in Peking, first having 
proposed this meeting, and then having cancelled it a t the last  minute, 
as they did, indicated tha t there is still a considerable amount of con
fusion within Peking itself, and I  personally am very disappointed that 
it didn’t take place.

[Security deletion.] 
wMr. F indley. Does our State Department prohibit travel to main

land China now, our passports ?
Mr. J ohnson. Are passports valid? The passports are endorsed, but 

let me say-----
Mr. F indley. Did they list China as forbidden country?
Mr. J ohnson. They, i t does list China, but you can get a validation 

for going to China quite readily . We have many categories, journalists, 
scholars, teachers, doctors. T forget what our categories are now.

Mr. F indley. Why don’t we just lift  that?  "What is the harm from 
that ?

Mr. J ohnson. Well, again, I  wouldn’t argue. That  is something tha t 
could be excused, certainly . And, of course, the  recent court decisions 
on this have called into question the whole efficacy of these passport 
endorsements, in any event, and we are s tudying the legal aspects of 
that  now.
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Mr. F indley. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you, Mr. Johnson.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Taft.
Mr Taft. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Secretary Johnson, what trade limitations  with Red China are pres

ently in effect, in a general way ?
Mr. J ohnson. As fa r the United States  is concerned?
Mr. Taft. Yes, on U.S. citizens.
Mr. J ohnson. There is a complete—let me see, now. How is it. I 

would say there is a complete ban on all trade or financial transactions 
with China, except under specific license of the Treasury Department. 
And this includes indirect trade as well.

That is, goods of Chinese Communist origin.
Mr. Taft. This is a statutory restr iction ?
Mr. J ohnson. It  is based on—gee, this goes back so far, I  forget. It  

is based on statute, but-----
Mr. Taft. The Bat tle Act ?
Mr. Findley. I think it is an Executive  order.
Mr. J ohnson. I t is based on the Tra ding Wi th the Enemy Act, I 

know, but I am under the impression the ac tual designation o f China 
as such is an executive action.

Mr. Findley. This relates to the Korean war ?
Mr. J ohnson. Yes, it goes back to the Korean war. I t goes back 

to 1950,1 know, to the Korean war.
Mr. Taft. Are the restrictions par ticularly  effective?
Mr. J ohnson. Oh, I  think  they are  very effective as far as U.S. trade 

is concerned. I  think except for a trickle  of, you might say, smuggled 
goods, or diverted goods, there is no U.S. tra de ; no.

Mr. Taft. Do you think that  if they were removed, there  would 
be a gradua l buildup of trade  ?

Mr. J ohnson. I don’t think so, initial ly. I  don’t think so, initial ly. 
I wouldn’t want to predict over the longer period.

In tha t connection, I may point out that Japan,  of course, has no 
restrictions, except the COCOM strategic goods export restrictions on 
trad e with China, and whereas fo r a time, their t rade  built up some
what, i t was alw’avs very small. Last year it went down quite snarply.

Mr. T aft. Do you read any special meaning into the  sudden airing 
of the border disputes between China and Russia ?

Mr. J ohnson. I t is very hard.  We have speculated a great deal on 
this, and i t is very h ard to arrive at  any rea l conclusion as to why both  
of them have apparent ly taken almost the simultaneous initiative  to 
air this. [Security deletion.]

Mr. Taft. Yes.
Mr. J ohnson. I  frank ly don’t have myself, and I haven’t heard 

any really  good thesis on why they have done this at  this time. [Secur
ity deletion] there  have been previous incidents in the p ast [security 
deletion]. These were the first ones that  have been publicized.

Mr. T aft. Do you th ink it is aimed a t U.S. or world opinion ?
Mr. Johnson. [Secur ity deletion.]
Mr. Taft. Moving to another problem tha t wTe are going to have 

here again, I am sure, I  would like to  hear from both  Secre tary J oh n
son and Secretary Nutte r on the subject, do you have any par ticula r 
thoughts or recommendations with  regard to the Conte-Long amend-

27 -065— 69------ IS
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ment? And what its effect has been? H as i t had  any practica l adverse 
effect in the past, and do you see any part icula r approach we ought 
to make, if it is kept, o r there are  some amendments to it, for instance, 
that ought to be considered ?

Mr. J ohnson. I am reluctant to give an off-the-cuff reply to that . In 
general, we in the executive, of course, are  always reluctant to see our 
freedom of action in these foreign policy situations circumscribed, yet 
at the same time, I full well understand the motives and the  impulses 
that lead to the adoption of the amendment.

And I would not be prepared to say off hand tha t the amendment 
having been adopted, that  it should now be repealed. I think it has 
possibly had some useful effects, but in general, I thin k that  the use 
of aid as a direct political weapon is p retty limited in many of  these 
situations.

And sometimes, it may be counterproductive.
Thus, in general, I am inclined to having the widest possible flexi

bility  on how we deal with these various situations, rath er th an being 
limited.

Mr. Taft. Well, i t does cut into  your flexibili ty; doesn’t it?
Mr. J ohnson. Pardon?
Mr. Taft. It certain ly cuts into your flexibility ?
Mr. J ohnson. It  does; th at  is why I  say in principle, it  does cut into 

our flexibility. In tha t sense, I  regret to see it, but on the other hand, 
it having  been adopted, I am not sure how it would be inte rpreted i f 
it were removed, and I simply am not prepared to give an off-the-cuff 
answer on it. I just haven’t considered it enough.

I would frankly feel tha t it  would have been better if i t had not been 
adopted, perhaps, at  the time, but  it having been adopted, we now have 
a new situation.

Mr. Taft. Secretary Nutter.
Mr. N utter. Congressman Taft,  in the very short time I  have spent 

reviewing some of our policies and attem pting  to help formulate some 
others, and to make decisions, I  have already encountered difficulties 
tha t I believe this amendment does impose in carry ing out important 
and legislative policies fo r ou r national security; but I wouldn’t want 
to propose, just as Secre tary Johnson  doesn’t  want to propose, an out
right amendment or a dropping  of this par ticu lar legislation. How
ever, I think  it might be very wise to examine the effects of the legisla
tion to date if you in the Congress are interested in seeing whether 
or not there might be some modification that  would be more conducive 
to promot ing a sound policy for  the United States, without at the  same 
time conflicting with some of these political objectives tha t are 
suggested.

Mr. Taft. I might say tha t I certainly would welcome some com
ment, from e ither or both departments on this subject, as this problem 
is going to be before us again. I suppose, in the milita ry end, one 
question you could ask immediately is whether various military  train 
ing programs tha t may be in existence o r might be brought into ex
istence might automatica lly be cut off by this amendment, because 
of a move toward sophisticated weapons on the par t of some develop
ing country.

Is t hat  what you had in mind ?
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Mr. Nutter. Yes: T am informed tha t the amendment has rare ly 
been invoked up to this point, but tha t it has indirectly affected cer
tain various delicate negotiations and situations.

Mr. J ohnson. My staff remind me that we are doing a study in 
this, in the Department now. with the view of formulating  our views on 
this. I  part icipa ted in a brie f discussion on this, and the reason fo r the 
hesitancy of my answer was tha t I  heard  in that discussion, even, var i
ous conflicting views on how it should be handled, now tha t it has 
been enacted.

But we probably will be submitting views on this.
Mr. Taft. Thank  you very much.
Just one other sort of general philosophical question, Secretary 

Johnson, coming from your statement.
You made a statement that  several of our other witnesses have made 

here, and I have questioned the basic premise at times, saying tha t 
“lack of security, lack of stability is basically the product of economic 
backwardness, social upheaval and political unrest. The lasting solu
tion to a secure and  stable world environment  can only be found in 
the cure of  economic ills, in an orderly pattern of social change, and 
in the local, regional and worldwide political and insti tutional struc 
tures tha t facil itate  peaceful change and adjustment.”

Do you think that  mere economic progress in the underdeveloped 
countries is necessarily going to lead toward  stability?

Mr. J ohnson. Oh, not at all.
Mr. Taft. Conducive to a peaceful world?
Mr. J ohnson. Did I say jus t economic progress ?
Mr. Taft. No.
Mr. J ohnson. I  didn’t intend to say that.
Mr. Taft. But I somewhat got that  feeling about it,
Mr. J ohnson. No: I don’t feel it at all. I  th ink tha t all these things 

have to go in step, and certainly  economic progress alone is not the 
sovereign remedy fo r all the problems.

Mr. Taft. Yes. if  you said that,  you would be or are in disagreement 
with Secretary Nu tter’s statement tha t was quoted earlier, about fa t 
Russians not necessarily being happy  Russians.

Mr. J ohnson. T think  Pakistan  is a  good example of th at. On the 
economic side, Pakistan has been making  good progress ("security 
deletion] and, o f course, we have had the instability there of  the  past 
months, and yesterday, the  resignation of  Ayub, and the considerable 
amount of disorder in the  country.

No, I certainly agree th at economic progress in itself is certainly not 
the sovereign remedy for the world’s ills, but it is an element. I t is an 
element.

Mr. Thomson. Will  the gentleman yield there?
I saw that  statement also, and I  thought maybe you were making an 

indirect advocacy of greater aid.
Mr. J ohnson. No: I wasn’t. Aid is only, again, one element. I  thin k 

that  aid is only marginal in most of  these situations.
Mr. Taft. I have completed my line of questioning anyway, Mr. 

Chairman.
Thank you very much.
Mr. Zablocki. The committee, gentlemen, has received testimony 

tha t programs of nuclear powerplants  abroad have caused an accumu-
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lation of plutonium. The plutonium could very well be used for 
weapons purposes.

What are the implications of this for U.S. security in view of the 
limitat ion of the Safeguard system. Wh at are the  dangers of the use 
of plutonium that will be available to many underdeveloped countries 
in the future , for weapons purposes? How does this affect U.S. 
security ?

Mr. J ohnson. Well, I would say, Mr. Chairman, that  this simply 
points up the great importance of  the Safeguard system.

As you know, in all the reactors, both experimental and power re
actors tha t we have sold abroad, we have insisted upon safeguards. 
Fir st, bilateral safeguards, but with the formation of the  IAEA, we 
moved toward the IAE A safeguards, and there is nothing you can 
really do about this, except to do all you can to assure t ha t there is a 
safeguard system which, though having no police powers in itself, will 
at least alert  you to the situation in which plu tonium is being possibly 
diverted to weapons uses.

Fortunately, plutonium also has peaceful uses. It  is useful in reactors 
as well, and it  takes a fai rly major  indus trial operation to separate out 
the plutonium from used fuel elements, so it is not something that  can 
be done in backyards. I t is something th at requires considerable indus
trial capacity, and the safeguards systems tha t have been devised, and 
which are now adopted by the IAEA , our experts tell us are effective.

They can tell whether or not something is being diverted. But there 
is no question that with the growth of the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy, the amount of plutonium being produced in the world is 
going to  increase, and thus the magnitude and the  effectiveness of the 
Safeguard system is going to be increasingly impor tant. We know 
of no othe r approach to the problem.

Mr. Zablockt. Well, your statement  is most heartening, because 
earlie r witnesses had stated tha t conversion is not a major industrial 
project, bu t that  in a relatively simple operation plutonium can be used 
for m ilita ry purposes.

Mr. J ohnson. Well, if you have the plutonium, it can be used, but 
separating  the plutonium—plutonium comes, as I understand, and 
I am not an expert in this field, but when you have used fuel elements— 
you have fuel elements in a power reactor—when they are used, you 
reprocess them, and in tha t reprocessing the plutonium is separated 
out from the U-235 as I understand  i t, and it is this process, of sepa
rati ng this out, your chemical separation plants, this process of sepa
rati ng the plutonium from the U-235 is a fa irly major industria l proc
ess, I am told.

It  is not in the order of gaseous diffusion plants for producing 
U-235. but it is a big plant.

Now that does require a big plant. Now once, though,  you have the 
plutonium separated out, then the turn ing  the plutonium into a wea
pon. as I  understand it, is not a major process.

So it is at the point of the separation tha t you have to follow the 
plutonium, and observe it.

Mr. Zablockt. But you are satisfied there  are safeguards?
Mr. J ohnson. Well, you know, it is always hard to say what is 

sufficient and what is not sufficient. All I can sav is tha t our tech-
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nicians, scientists, Atomic Energy Commission, who are the experts 
on this field, feel tha t the IAE A safeguards are effective.

Mr. Zablocki. Dr. Nutter, i t is my unders tanding tha t you expressed 
certain reservations about the nuclear  nonprolifera tion trea ty, and 
would you enlighten  the subcommittee about your position on tha t 
question ?

Mr. Nutter. Mr. Chairman, I am not aware of any reservations 
tha t I have stated in any kind of public context, other than  perhaps 
some remarks tha t I may have made or some reactions I may have 
had as a private citizen.

I agree tha t the treaty  is an important step forward toward  in
hibiting nuclear proli feration and reaching broader  and more en
forceable arrangem ents with the Soviet Union. [Security deletion.] 
I did not have any reservations as to approval of the treaty, but 
simply tha t we should view the significance of it in this par ticu lar 
light. [Security  deletion.]

Mr. Zablocki. Thank you, Doctor.
During the hearings, and of course, in many curren t reports and 

publications, the price of U.S. involvement in interna tional  armed 
conflicts has been discussed. The cost of involvement, the price, has 
gone up.

For  example, in comparison of the Vietnam conflict with Korea, and 
the price of our assistance in any conflicts in the future would be 
expected, of course, to continue to rise.

Now, if this is the case, would the U.S.  Government be well advised 
to try to limit potential liabilities arising out  of our defense commit
ments to other countries ?

For example, shouldn’t the United States begin to reexamine our 
bilateral mutual defense treaties  ?

For  example, we have a security treaty with Liberia. Isn’t this essen
tially a one-way street, which could prove very, very expensive to the  
United States? P arti cularly  if other  countries would want similar U.S. 
commitments?

Is it true tha t bilateral treaties  may delay the very development of 
more sat isfactory  regional security arrangements ? This, of course, is 
of great concern. In the event of a real trouble  in Liberia, U.S. involve
ment, pursuant to a  mutual defense treaty, could pu t the United  States 
in direct conflict with the interests of other powers: France, Great  
Brita in. Russia, even Red China, in Africa.

Would you care to comment, gentlemen ?
Mr. J ohnson. Well, t hat  is a pret ty big subject, Mr. Chairman.
First, I think th at we should continual ly examine our relationships , 

both bilateral and multi latera l. I have no question about that.
In these situations, whether you have a treaty or don’t  have a treaty , 

you are always faced with the problem of whether it costs less to do 
something at this  part icular point than to wait until  you have to do 
something more at a later stage. You always have to balance these 
things out.

And. we certainly should seek to keen our maximum freedom of 
action. But I  think treaties—I am not addressing myself to the Liberia 
Trea ty—I think  our security  relationships around the world have 
pret ty well proven to have been valuable in moving toward crea ting the 
kind of a world environment we are talking  about.
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Now  I  do n' t th in k ou r bi la te ra l or ou r mul til ater al  tre ati es  are 
immu tab le.

F or e xam ple , in  Asia we ha ve a numb er o f bila tera l treaties.  My own 
hope an d ambit ion  with  res pect to Asia is t hat  ove r a pe rio d of  time, 
there wi ll emerge a gr ea te r sense of  reg ion alis m, a gr ea te r sense of 
mul til aterali sm  among  the  coun tries of  t he  area, and th at  eve ntually , 
As ia will  invo lve som eth ing  its elf , dir ected  to its  own securi ty needs 
as they  may ap pe ar  at  the tim e, bu t wi th in  whi ch we can  associate 
ourselves, poss ibly , if  th ey  w an t u s to  as sociate wi th the m,  r athe r t ha n 
being  involve d in thes e bi la te ra l arr angeme nts , hu t I th in k th is is a 
process th at  is going  to tak e place ove r a pe riod of tim e, and no thi ng  
th at  is g oin g to h appen v ery  sud den ly.

Mr. Zablockt. Dr.  Nu tte r.
Mr. Nutter. Yes, sir.
Mr . Ch air ma n. I th in k firs t of  al l th at  th e success of  any  t re aty sys

tem sho uld  be mea sured by how  infre qu en tly  it has to be invoked, 
ra th er  than  by i ts e ffectiveness once any th in g ha ppens .

The purpo se o f the  t re at y system is to  p reserve the  peace, and  not to 
provide  fo r a pa rt icul ar  means  fo r fig ht ing  wars, al thou gh  th at , of 
course, is th e d ete rre nt  w hich one h opes the t re at y system will  p rovide.

Tha t,  I  th ink,  is fa ir ly  obvious , and in th at  sense, one would hope  
th at  the trea ty  system w ould be c onsta ntly a pp ra ise d i n those terms, as 
to how  effective th ey have been in  de te rri ng  violence in  the world . Fr om  
th at  po int  of  view, it would  ce rta inly  seem to  me sens ible th at  we 
ap praise  th e system th at  we have. I  am no t suggest ing  any specific 
changes in t hat  sys tem because I  am not that  well aware  of  its  fault s.

Th e problem is to pro vid e fo r be tte r alt ern ati ves. Fr om  th at  po int  
of view,  I  feel th at  a ca ref ul  review is ce rta in ly  alw ays  in ord er,  and 
pa rt icul ar ly  at  ce rta in j un ctu res. [S ecur ity  deletion.]

Mr.  Zablocki. You would  include, of  course, cou ntr ies  th at  we do 
not  n ecessar ily have secur ity  tre at ies w ith , in  th is review. For example, 
Sp ain . I t  i s m y u nd er stan ding  th at  there is some diffe rence of  opinio n 
bet ween the  St ate  De pa rtm en t and  the  Defense Dep ar tm en t on the need 
of  Sp an ish  bases.

Ho w esse ntia l do you b elieve those bases  a re fo r Am erican  national  
sec ur ity  intere sts . Dr . N ut te r?  O r is the re  any ------

Mr . J ohnson . Ma y I  in te rje ct  a t thi s po int  ?
I  h ave been dea ling , as y ou have seen in the pres s, wi th the  S panis h 

base  question. Le t me say  I  am no t conscious of  or  aware  of  any  d if 
ferences  between the two de pa rtm en ts on thi s. We acc ept  in the  S ta te  
Dep ar tm en t the fac t th at  ou r bases  in Sp ain are im po rta nt . There  a re 
no absolu tes  in these  fields. You can’t say one th in g is essentia l or  not 
esse ntia l.

Th ere are  var ious deg rees of  importance, and ha ving  exam ined the  
sit ua tio n wi th Defense—and  they  hav e made very car efu l studie s of  
th is— I  am satis fied it  i s im po rta nt , and des irab le, th at we have those 
bases  in S pa in , bu t not a t an y pric e. I  know  the D ep ar tm en t of  Defense  
wou ld say  not at  any  pric e. I f  we can ge t them  at a rea son able price .

An d it  is my hope  and expecta tio n th at  we are  go ing  to be able to 
continue ou r ten ure  there, fo r the next 5 ye ars  t hat  the  agreem ent  h as 
to  run , at  w ha t we—and  I  hope the  Congress —will feel is a reaso nable 
pric e.

Mr . Zablocki. Wou ld you  say  fu rthe r,  M r. Secre tar y, th at  charges 
are  unfounded, th at  th e Dep ar tm en t of  Defense has been too invo lved



259

in making United States foreign policy for the past several decades.
Mr. J ohnson. I personally  don’t feel it, as you know; my work over 

the last 20 years back here in Washington, I  have maintained very close 
relations with the Departmen t of Defense and as a  m atter of fact, I 
think we tend to find b igger  differences with in the Departments.

I  t hink  the Department of Defense will tend  to  find bigger differ
ences within itself, and we will tend to find bigger differences with in 
State on some of these things,  than  we find between State and Defense, 
if  you will.

I feel tha t we have developed a very healthy relationship of mutual  
confidence and respect between State  and Defense on the whole. I have 
devoted a grea t deal of my efforts toward  this  end, and I  feel that 
there has certa inly been a g reat response over in Defense on th is, and 
we do work together very closely—not along lines of bureaucratic con
flict between the two Departments, but genuine searching for what we 
each feel is our best national interest.

Mr. Zablocki. Since we are discussing this very subject, another 
question comes to mind.

Does the  revival of National Security Council help or hinder the 
State  Department in carrying out its  responsibilities ?

Mr. J ohnson. It  doesn’t  present any problem. Each President works 
in his own way. This is my third change of adminis tration on which I 
have been involved in Washington, and I  think we in State have always 
found it  possible to accommodate to whatever way the President wants 
to work.

We recognize tha t he is the boss, and he is particular ly the boss when 
it comes to foreign affairs, and we make work whatever system he 
wants to work. And I  thin k the present system is working very 
effectively.

I  have no problems o r complaints with it myself.
Mr. Zablocki. I  am sure  you can detect th at  there is some concern 

on the part  of this committee, and Members of Congress, as to whether 
the prerogatives of the  Sta te Departmen t are being taken over by other 
agencies.

Mr. J ohnson. I  am not worried about tha t. I  am not worried 
about it.

Mr. Zablocki. Governor Thomson ?
Mr. Thomson. No.
Mr. Zablocki. Mr. Taft?
Mr. Taft. No, sir.
Mr. Zablocki. If  I  may just ask one final question, then, on a matter 

tha t we are very concerned about, what  steps are being taken to re
solve the growing crisis in the T rust Terri tories  of  the Pacific?

Is the strategic value o f the islands being fully taken into account, 
particularly since they a re administered by the  In ter ior  Depar tment?

It  is my understanding that  the  Marianas Dis tric t Legislature has 
passed a resolution invit ing the Soviet Union to come to the ir assist
ance. and they are a  bit  obviously disturbed about the attention and 
assistance that  thev have been receiving from the  United States.

'Mr. J ohnson. May I  say tha t [security deletion] we are seeking, 
and I  t hink  will shortly  be announcing, a program of action on this, 
tha t we hope will be helpful.

We entirely agree on the urgency of the problem.
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Mr. Zablocki. The loss of the Mar ianas, the Carolines, or any part 
of the Micronesian area to some presence of the Soviet Union would 
certainly pu t a real dent in our national security, would it not, Doctor?

Mr. Nutter. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman.
I  have been made aware o f thi s problem, very quickly, on assuming 

office, and I can assure you t ha t it is receiving urgent attention.  I am 
not able to analyze at this point exactly why the difficulties have arisen, 
and what the causes are, or w hat ways they might be resolved; but it 
is something to which we are giving considerable attention , and hoping 
to do something about it.

Mr. Zablocki. And a final, possibly a windup question, one of our 
witnesses has stated tha t despite scientific breakthroughs , technological 
developments, and m ilitary progress, U.S. treaties can remain as they 
are. There is no need to change them, because basically it is cooperation 
and liv ing up to the treaties by all the  countries involved, which is the 
essential point, and therefore,  there is no need to revise them dra 
matically.

Would you agree ?
Mr. J ohnson. No immediate change needed to revise them dramat

ically, t ha t I can think of. I  rather  would look upon it as I  said pre
viously as a process of evolution, and not so much because of scientific 
and technological revolution as the political developments, and I am 
talk ing about the Fa r East.

I  see a change over a period of  time taking place in our relationship, 
security relationships out the re, as a g reater sense of regionalism and 
institutionalism of th at regionalism develops out there.

Mr. Zablocki. Dr. Nutte r?
Mr. Nutter. I think  I would agree, Mr. Chairman, with what Sec

reta ry Johnson says. T don’t believe that  there are sudden and abrupt 
changes which make it  necessary to make sudden dramatic changes in 
trea ties;  but things do happen, over a period of years, begin to accu
mulate. and the existing arrangem ents obsolesce. We must constantly 
be on the alert to revise them at an appropr iate time, and I think  this  
need is occurring probably in the  Asian area [security delet ion]. These 
are matters  to which we are giving, I hope, more and more attention, 
always mindful that  we follow the leadership of the State Department 
on these matters.

I want to thank the Secretary  for suggesting th at we have not irre 
sponsibly intruded in foreign  policy matters, and to state t hat  I will 
certainly make every effort, to stay within the bounds of my own re
sponsibilities even though they extend abroad because we are charged 
with national security and must advise on these matters. I think we 
will have suggestions to make on many of these matters, and that they 
will enter into the proper channels.

Mr. Zablocki. Let us pick a specific issue tha t was dealt upon here 
earlier , and that  is, the ocean seabed, and the Continental Shelf. The 
problem of determining to what extent any part icular country has 
jurisdiction  within a par ticu lar offshore area, the terri toria l limit as 
fa r as the surface of the  water, is being revised, reviewed, and s tudied 
at the present time, it  is my understanding.

Mr. J ohnson. Tha t is correct.
Mr. Zablocki. I might say this committee would be delighted to be 

advised as there is progress being made in th is regard and in other of



261

the technologically related issues on which revision is being studied 
and considered, so we can keep in step with the executive branch in 
the progress tha t is being made.

Mr. J ohnson. I will under take to see tha t is done.
Mr. Zablocki. Any fur the r questions ?
Than k you, gentlemen. I t was a very in terest ing morning.
Thank you again.
Mr. J ohnson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Zablocki. The subcommittee stands adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 1 1:55 a.m. the subcommittee adjourned.)





A P P E N D I X

W rit ten  Sta te m ent to  t h e  Subcom m it te e on  N ati o na l  Sec urit y  P ol icy an d

S c ie n tif ic  D ev el opm en ts  by  D r. Zb ig n ie w  B r z e z in sk i, R es ea rch  I n st it u t e  
on  Co m m u n is t  A f f a ir s , Colu m bia  U n iv ersi ty

(1) With  respe ct to the  fu ture  of alliances, let me say in general th at  it is 
imp ortant  to think of the problem in h isto rica l perspec tive. In the  past, allia nces  
were created  to wage war. They normally dissolved af te r the  conclusion of hos
tilit ies.  In the  more recent  past, they have been constructed  to assure  mutual 
secu rity  by deterr ing  war. They have endured  because of the  overriding fear  
of member sta tes  th at  war  may eru pt and  th at  an  ac t of aggress ion may occur.

(2) It  is not cer tain , however, th at  thi s motivatio n will suffice for  keeping 
allia nces  toge ther  and the intern ational system stable- Increasingly, allia nces 
mus t be used in order to create  a fram ework of int ern ational secu rity  and  grow
ing cooperation . Accordingly, it behooves part icu lar ly the  West to take adv ant age  
of the  exis ting allia nce  structure s to seek ways of establishing at  lea st pre 
limin ary secu rity  links  with  the  o the r side, partic ula rly  between NATO and the  
Warsaw Pac t nations. Eventua lly, the  crea tion of a European  Security Com
mission, an ini tia tive which I proposed more tha n a yea r ago. could become an 
outgrowth of the presen tly confronting allia nce systems , thereby  enhancing the  
overall sec urity  of the nations concerned.

(3) I am convinced th at  efforts to th at  end would provide more solid public  
opinion supp ort for  NATO tha n emphasis on NATO as an essential ly mil itar y- 
political defense  organization , poised to deter Soviet  aggression . The add itio nal  
element of constructive engagem ent would help in mobilizing broader pop ular 
support, and would give an add itional  stim ulus for  the  continued vit ali ty of the 
NATO organizat ion.

(4) Our even tual  goal mhst be the  creation of a community of the developed 
nations, as the  hard core of a more stab le int ern ational system. Our thinki ng 
abou t allia nces  mu st be gea red to th at  end.

(5) Similarly, in Asia we should not  allow ourselves to become wedded to a 
security concept th at  is inhe rent ly anti-Chinese , nor adopt a pro-Soviet sta nd  
in the Sino-Soviet dispute. Striving to improve rela tions with  each will help 
our int ere sts  in regar d to both.

(6) Fina lly, it  is imp ortant  to recognize th at  the  cons truct ion of a secure 
intern ational system will require  both the  activ e cooperaion of all pa rties con
cerned  and he simultan eous  maintenance  of the ir individual sense of nat ion al 
secur ity. The cu rre nt  d iscussion on the  ABM system has  to be seen in th at  light . 
While I am not  in a position to make a scientific  judgmen t concerning its  ac tua l 
mil itary uti lity . I am prep ared  to  argue—on the basis of  my und ers tanding o f So
viet  politi cs and  inte rna tional  affairs—th at  the recent decision to deploy such a 
system in the U nited Sta tes will no t adversely affect American-Soviet arms control 
negotiations. Indeed, it may make it more possible for  both sides to freeze and 
even tually lim it their offensive deployments  without  becoming exposed to thi rd  
party  threa ts.

(The following statement has been submitted for inclusion in the 
hear ings:)
State m ent of  A lbert W ohlst etter , P ro fe ssor  of  P oli ti cal Sc ie n c e . U n i

versi ty  of  Chic ago , an d  Co nsu lta n t  to t h e  R an d  Cor p.

B a se s  an d t h e  R ev is io n  of  P oli ti cal Control  in  O k in a w a

I.  SUM MARY of  ONE AMERICAN VIEW

Let me begin by sta ting  in a very summary w ay my own views a s to the  problem 
of bases  and the reversion to Japan of political contro l in Okinawa. There are  
ten points.

(263)
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I believe firs t th at  the U.S. and Japa n should agree this year on an ear ly rever

sion to Japa n of political control  over Okina wa. Second, American milita ry base 
rig hts  in Okinawa should be subj ect to the  same sor t of res tric tion s as are the 
bases in the  main  islan ds of Jap an; the  U.S. and Japa n should conclude an 
agre eme nt thi s ye ar on the  timely introdu ctio n of such restri ction s. Thir d, just  
as the  base operations now perm itted in the  main  islan ds of Jap an  contrib ute to 
the securit y of both Jap an  and the U.S., so do th e par alle l operation s in Okinawa, 
i.e. those th at  would  continue to  be p erm itte d under the same rules.

As for  the  rest rict ions, the Kis hi- He rter exchange of Janu ary 19, 1960 speci
fied : “Maj or changes in the deployment into Japa n of United Sta tes  armed 
forces,  ma jor  changes in their  equipm ent, and  the  use of faci litie s and  are as 
in Japa n as bases for  mil itary combat operatio ns to be und erta ken  from  Jap an 
oth er tha n those conducted under Arti cle V of the said  Treaty,  shal l be the  sub
jec t of prior cons ultat ion with the Gove rnment of Japa n.” T his pass age has  been 
inte rpr ete d to imply two pr incip al rest ric tio ns :

(1 ) “The phr ase  ‘ma jor changes in equip ment ,’ ” accord ing to Joh n Emmerson, 
“is understood  as referri ng to the introdu ctio n of nuc lear  weapons.” *

(2 ) The “combat operations  • . . oth er tha n those conducted und er Article 
V” app ear  to be operation s launched  directly from bases inside Japa n into com
ba t outside of it  and  not directly  in response to an arm ed att ac k aga ins t te rr i
tor y adm inis tere d by Jap an.  B- 52  sor ties  into  Vietnam would be an exam ple.!

I believe, fou rth,  th at  with  resp ect to the firs t rest rict ion, changes in the  tech
nology of weapons delivery  and in techn iques of contro l a nd logistic s upp ort have 
dimin ished  and  will continue  to dimi nish  the  value  of pote ntia l nuc lear opera
tions from  close-in. This, and  the  ava ilabil ity  of othe r alte rna tive s, leave only 
mar ginal impo rtanc e to possible nucle ar operation s on Okinawa, i.e. to  the actual  
or pot ent ial presence  of “the ma jor  equi pment” th at  is excluded from  the  main 
isla nds  of Jap an.  Fif th, much the  same  can be said  of the conven tional combat 
operations perm itted from Okinawa witho ut prio r consultat ion, th at  require  such 
consultatio n if launched from elsew here in Ja p a n : the ir value is small  compared 
to the  wo rth  of mili tary  acti vities per mit ted  in the  res t of Japa n and  to the 
worth of the  p ara lle l milita ry act ivi ties in Okinawa—-those permissible  u nde r the 
same con strain ts;  and very smal l compa red to their likely polit ical costs.

Sixth , while  American bases in Okin awa and in the  res t of J ap an  w ill continue 
to have a grea t value for  mu tual defense,  chang ing technology should  enable 
a more o r less stead y reduc tion over time  in the  U.S. peacetim e presence in Ja pan . 
Seventh , th e Japane se capa bility f or conv ention al self-defense should be expanded 
as rap idly  as is politically feas ible so th at  Jap an  may tak e an increasin g pro
portio n of its  own defense burden. Eighth,  U.S. par tici pat ion  in disco uragin g or 
defen ding aga ins t att ack  on Ja pa n will contin ue to be of gre at importance  for  
the  securit y of both countries; thi s is in pa rticu lar  tru e of the  U.S. nuclear 
gu ara nte e of Japan aga inst  nucle ar attack . Ninth, for thi s reaso n it  is imp orta nt 
to m ake c lea r th at  any  futu re redu ctio n in the  kinds and qua nti ties of U.S. forces, 
oper ation s, and faciliti es in Okin awa and elsewh ere in Japa n is not a diminution 
in the  cap acit y to defend Japan no r in the  U.S. int ere st in the  s ecur ity of J apa n. 
We should make clea r on the  con tra ry th at  it is a response  only to changing 
technology and to the incre ased  cap abi lity  of Japa n for self-defense.

Ten th and finally the div ers ity of views on these ma tte rs wit hin  Jap an  and 
also wit hin  the U.S. makes it important to hold bar gain ing on these  ma tters 
wit hin  nar row  bounds. Neg otiat ing maneuvers  by e ith er side can induce domestic 
pressu res  on each th at  may int erac t explosively, weaken cooperat ion, and lead 
to a  n et reduc tion in th e s ecur ity of both countries.

On my view it  is cruc ial th at  we make  a dist inct ion between the  questio n of 
the  reversion of pol itical contro l in Okinaw a and the  question of th e value to both 
cou ntri es of American mil itar y bases  the re operating und er the  same rest rict ions 
as prevail  elsewhere in Jap an.  Adm inis trat ion by the  U.S. seems imp orta nt only 
if unres tric ted  o perat ions are  a sine  qua n on; but  th e value  of  u nre str icted ope ra
tions in Okinaw a in the  1970s is exagg erated . It  is not a case of all or none.

II . THE  MANY VIEW S IN  THE UNITED STATES AND JAPAN

I would stre ss th at  my view is only one Ame rican view. It  has no official sta nd 
ing and  the re are  a gre at many unofficial views on this subj ect in the United

•Jo hn  K. Emmerson, “Ja pa n:  Eye on 1970,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 47 (Ja nuary  1969), 
pp. 348—362.

tJh id. , p. 29, May 1968, W ashington , D.C.
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States, jus t as there are in Japan . As for official views, the Nixon administration 
is not yet in office as of the time of this writing  and is hardly likely to have 
formulated a new position by the date of the Conference. The position of the 
Kennedy and Johnson administrations w’as expressed in the annual Budget mes
sages to Congress. For many years these messages said, “To protect the security 
of the free world, the United States will continue responsibility for the adminis
tra tion of the Ryukyu Islan ds as long as conditions of thr eat  and tension in the 
Fa r East  require the maintenance of m ilitary  bases in the islands.” Though the 
United States recognized the  residual sovereignty of Japan in Okinawa, this 
sentence, repeated in the Budget messages, appears to say th at so long as m ilitary  
bases of any kind are required in the Ryukyus, reversion would have to be 
deferred. This is very different from the  view I have expressed—that bases in the 
Ryukyus even if  operated under the restriction s prevailing elsewhere in Japan, 
will have a continuing value for  the mutual defense of both countries.

Furthermore, a good many unofficial American statements amount to the same 
as this official position. Special Report No. 7 on United States-Japanese Politica l 
Relations  of t he Georgetown University Center for Strategic Studies, states, for 
example, that  it is “barely conceivable tha t the Ryukyuan bases can retain some 
U.S. operational significance under Japanes e administ ration .”* And even scholars 
with quite different strate gic and foreign policy points of view have suggested 
tha t a solution for Okinawa depends on either  a decline in th e need for bases there 
or a change in Japane se attit udes permitting nuclear weapons there after 
reversion.

Views in the United States as in Japan vary as to the existence, nature and 
exten t of military  thre ats in Asia, the common and the divergent interes ts of 
the United States and Japan, the role of military force in discouraging or 
repelling such threat s, the identi ty of potential adversaries , the contingencies 
in which such potential advers aries might become actual, the various roles 
played by bases in deterring or fighting or  limiting the damage done in various 
potential  nuclear or non-nuclear conflicts. I stress the fact tha t there are many 
views in my country as well as in Japan,  not simply to make clear the limited 
auth ority  of anything I have myself, as an analyst  of base systems and foreign 
policy, to say on this subject, but  also  because I believe the divergence of domestic 
views in both countries limits what our governments are able to do: and in 
the United States this may be increasingly true. Neither government is perfectly 
free to take the steps it may consider most rational in its country’s interests. 
Even where members of the government themselves ar e united in agreement as 
to w’hat would be optimal, each government may have to settle for less. More
over there are on both sides some extreme non-governmental or unofficial views 
of a nationalist or isolationist  charac ter—an urge to escape from foreign pres
sures, a turning inward toward an exclusive concentration on domestic problems, 
a wishful desire for safety eith er in unarmed neutrality  or in a purely national 
self-defense. In the worst eventual ity some such view might become more 
prominent.

This danger seems to me to be large if hard  bargaining  by governments for 
nonessentials provoke an intera cting  and cumulative series of dissents or resent
ments on both sides. One can imagine a sequence in which Americans, resenting 
the  lopsided responsibilities they feel they have for the common defense of 
Jap an and the United States, and the greater drain on American resources 
tha n on Jap an’s, might insis t on the essentiality of unrestricted base rights in 
Okinawa—though I believe the freedom from restriction is marginal in impor
tance. Many J apanese might resent what  they feel is a lopsided authori ty and 
control of the common defense by the United States—and the ir dependency; 
others  more extreme may regar d the American alliance as a source of danger 
rat he r than protection. Delay in the tran sfer of sovereignty over Okinawa to 
the Japanese might then lead to protests in Japa n and Okinawa, perhaps some
thing of the sort tha t occurred at Ihe time of the I960  trea ty renewal. With 
the difference, however, tha t the mood in the United States has changed. There 
is the new isolationism and we have an upsurge of our own extremist wing 
of kakushin interi. The New Left in the United States conceivably might reflect 
the Japan ese extreme; and on the other hand Congressional opinion might react 
shar ply to criticism of the United States as a sign of “ingrat itude.” One can 
see powerful persons taking the position of all or nothing, tha t is, all the 
present base rights in Okinawa, or nothing. An older sort of isolationism might 
reinforce the new one. And the cumulative resu lt might be not merely to lose

•P . 29, May 1968, Washington, D.C.
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rest ricted as well as unrestr icted  base functions in Okinawa, but a great weaken
ing of the alliance itself—and an increase in the common danger.

I I I .  MO RE ON  K EY  IS SU E S

Mili tary dangers and the need for defense
There are of course some who doubt the existence of military dangers, or 

believe they are provoked by our own preparations  to defend against them, 
or feel they can be handled by an extension of UN peace-keeping forces. Even 
if we reject such views as wishful, and, at the present stage of history, utopian, 
it is worth noting that a grea t many more realistic scholars or analys ts hold 
today tha t the threat  of war  from a major or large power such as Russia or 
China has greatly declined, and that  the troubles tha t might be star ted by 
smaller powers like North Korea or North Vietnam are much less threatening 
and possibly negligible. Some regard the primary contribution to peace and 
stabil ity as likely to be made by aid to economic growth.

I am most definitely in favor  of assisting in the economic development of the 
less developed countries, but I doubt tha t this is a subst itute for military de
fense against military dangers or tha t in fact it has any direct, easily 
decipherable connection with peace and stability. On the contrary there is 
a good deal of evidence th at rapid economic growth may be destabilizing, at  leas t 
as far as interna l order is concerned, and possibly also on the international 
scene. Internal and external disorders may sometimes be lin ked : one sort of dis
order may make a country vulnerable to the o ther and, so fa r as foreign aggres
sion is concerned, domestic troubles may prompt foreign adventures or they 
may unfit a country for  awhile for  anything but domestic preoccupations, as many 
China hands believe today about Communist China. I am by no means certain 
myself tha t China will continue indefinitely to be too busy with its domestic 
stri fe to have the interest  or ability to cause trouble to its neighbors or even to 
some more distant countries. In particular, the development of a Chinese nuclear 
force will make them able, even while busy at home, to do quite a lot of harm (or 
to threa ten harm by way of coercion) unless it is countered by an opposing nu
clear capability.

In evaluating the implications of a reduced th rea t from Russia, i t is impor tant 
to keep in mind tha t the probability of aggression is a conditional probability. 
It  is conditioned on what  the response to aggression may be. There is a problem 
of circularity here. We say that  the probability of aggression is low, and perhaps  
therefore bases are less necessary. But the probability of aggression has been 
made low in good par t because it would be countered ; and bases has  played a 
role in making such a counter effective. I f we reduce the availabil ity of bases be
low some threshold because we think  the danger has receded, the danger may 
grow.

Finally, the dangers evoked by lesser powers are  not completely separable 
from the larger dangers they may bring on through the intervention of hostile 
major countries or the expansion of the  influence of those countries. The uncer
taint ies are very large, and it is clear tha t military force is by no means an ade
quate response to these dangers. But i t is necessary and mili tary bases of one sort 
or another will for some t ime to come have a substantial role in keeping peace. 
The diminishing role of close-in bases in nuclear war

A decade ago close-in nuclea r bases played a large and indispensable role in 
the deterrence of nuclear  attack. The greater par t of the American reta liatory 
force was made up of manned aircra ft of medium range and even the longer 
range airc raft  would have required at the least some ground refueling after they 
had struck at targets and in some cases on th eir way there. This situation has 
altered drastical ly. Most of the force is made up of missiles tha t can be launched 
from the continenta l United States or from ocean areas  to distan t targets. And 
the smaller manned bomber portion of the force has a much extended range. 
Overseas bases, even a t the time, were open to a much wider variety of attacks 
with larger payloads and grea ter accuracies and with much less warning than 
bases inside the United States. The vulnerability problem, if anything, may have 
worsened for overseas as compared to bases a t intercontinental range. For such 
reasons overseas bases have played a sharply diminishing role in strategic 
deterrence.

It has been suggested th at  even vulnerable nuclear bases close in would make 
an important contribution to nuclear deterrence by providing warning of a 
nuclear attack. It  was held tha t such bases presented a prospective a ttacker with



an insoluble dilemma. Either  the  overseas nuclear bases would be a ttacked first 
and so provide extra  warning to the continental United States, or they would 
be left untouched and therefore able to reta liate  and disrupt an opening enemy 
salvo. A potential nuclear base a t Okinawa was used a s an example. In fact  the 
dilemma such bases were supposed to present to an attac ker is not a real one. 
I have elsewhere examined this claim in some detail, on the basis of public data.1 
And vulnerable nuclear bases overseas are not a valid way of assuring warning.

(On the other hand an overseas base such as Okinawa might perform a very 
useful function in detec ting a nuclear a ttack if an adequate sensing system were 
located there. Such sensors, however, are not themselves nuclear and raise none 
of the political problems attached to nuclear insta llations .)

For the purposes of deterr ing nuclear war, then, overseas basing of nuclear 
vehicles has a sharply reduced inq>ortance. In case deterrence fails, it has seemed 
in the past tha t nuclear  strikes  launched from overseas, because they would 
sta rt from close by, would have an advantage in more quickly spoiling an enemy 
attack and so limiting the damage an enemy might do to Japa n or to the United 
States.2 However, this potential  function too has declined in importance over 
time with the grea t increase in speed, weight and precision of nuclear attack 
from fa r off. At the same time other close-in alternat ives, both sea- and land- 
based, have become available. Then given the increase in both dist ant  and close- 
in alternatives, the importance of being able to perform th is function a t Okinawa 
is greatly diminished.

Similar comments apply to the potential function of Okinawa as a possible 
site for storing short-range battlefield weapons for use elsewhere in the area. 
It  is clearer now than it  was ten years ago tha t there are very few contingencies 
in which one might need to use such battlefield weapons in large numbers; 
there appear to be alternative sites in the North Asian area  where they might 
be stored in sizable numbers without comparable political problems, a t the very 
least on ship s; and fas ter  modes of transport have reduced the time needed to 
lift  weapons to the battlefield.

As the result  of such developments i t is my view that so fa r as any potentia l 
presence of nuclear weapons on Okinawa is concerned, in the 1970s there  will 
be more than enough redundancy in our land and sea based system as a whole 
to make this politically explosive operation quite dispensable. Sensing systems 
for detecting nuclear atta ck would be valuable but should raise no political 
problems.
The more slowly changing role of bases in non-nuclear war

For operations during a possible extended non-nuclear war, close-in bases are 
clearly essential. And peacetime operation, maintenance and stockpiling have 
been and will continue to be of gre at importance. However, the extra  value of 
being able to conduct conventional combat operations “without prior consulta
tion” seems to me to be extremely limited, in the realist ic contingencies that  one 
might contemplate in the area. The wartime uses tha t are important are likely 
to be important for both Japan and the United Stat es; and quite unlikely to be 
undertaken without consideration.

The growth of high speed a ir transpor t like the C-5 and the C-141A, develop
ments such as the Fast Deployment Logistic Ships, the vast increase in capabil
ities for control and communication, should make possible a continued, gradual 
reduction in the peacetime presence overseas of American conventional forces 
and the ir support functions. In fact, this  would continue a process which has been 
going on for some time. For example, a recent Japanese publication has dis
played the  decline in number of American troops from 260.000 in 1952 to 87.000 
in i957 to 48,000 in 1960 and 34,000 in 1966. The number of “bases” declined in 
those years from 2,824 to 458 to 243 to 147.3
Bases as Hostage of U.S. Commitments

Foreign military forces are likel yto be a source of friction, culture conflict 
and even animosity in the host country. This is true even when the force belongs 
to an ally and even when it is essential for the host country ’s defense. Rut such 
an allied presence, even if we neglect the essentials of its operational contribu-

1 See “On the Value of Overseas Bases,” Band publication P-1877, Jan ua ry  5, 1960.
2 Ibid.,  p. 16.
3Tomohisa Sakanaka, “za inichi  Beigunkichi no Genjo to Shorai” (“The Pre sen t and 

Fu tur e of the American Bases in Jap an” ), in Shora i no Anpotaizei to Nippon (The  Future  
Security Sys tem and Japan) , Tokyo, Asahi Shimbunsha, 1968. (I am indebted for  thi s 
reference to my student, Mr. Hideo Sato.)
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tion to the common defense, serves also as a useful signal to a potential adversary 
and possibly also as an assurance to the host. I t is a signal not only of a capability 
to res ist military a ttack, but of an  interest in doing so, and an intention to do so. 
The presence of such force not only expresses an int ere st; it may increase the 
interest by raising the  stake.

Any reduction in the allied presence conceivably may also be taken as a signal, 
a signal of a  reduced interest. The West Germans seem much more conscious of 
this possibility then do the Japanese,  perhaps even more than do the Americans. 
The pressures  in West Germany and Japan often seem exactly opposite. None
theless the role of the American presence as signal should be kept in mind. We 
have reduced forces in Japan for many years. It  is important tha t any furth er 
reduction in force size or in the number and kinds of facilities and type of 
operation carried on be generally understood as no sign of a lessening interes t of 
the United S tates in Japan, and no sign of a lessening capabil ity for their  mutual 
self-defense. It  is essential that they be seen as an adapta tion to changing tech
niques, the availabili ty of new alternatives and in parti cula r the increased role 
of Japan in its own self defense.

IV. TH E LOGIC OF PO INT DEF ENS E

Even where the interests  of two countries coincide, it is sometimes possible and, 
in a narrow sense, st rictly  ra tional for one pa rtne r to let the other do more than 
its share in achieving the goals of both, to try, in short, to get “a free ride.” The 
other par tner  may feel it has no reasonable choice. Some crucial interests coin
cide ; others diverge, and one par tne r or the other may pursue the divergent ones. 
So Mancur Olson suggests in The Logic of Collective Action. However, this is 
a dangerous game for both sides. It  presumes that  each power can act with perfect 
rationality and control in i ts own interests while ca rrying the other on its back, 
and do this  in the face of intense domestic criticism and dissent. And it presumes 
fur the r on the other hand tha t only one will seriously attempt controlled and very 
hard  bargaining to force the other  partn er to pay. Neither of these presump
tions may be justified. The delicate negotiations for bases, and reversion of po
litical control in Okinawa and the extension of the Japan-U.S. security treaty 
seem to be a case in point. My earlier comments suggest the dangers to each side 
of bargaining maneuvers that  may get out of control.

I agree wholeheartedly with Mr. Kusumi on the importance to Japan and to the 
United States of negotiations that tre at  Okinawa and the sharing of defense 
burdens in long perspective with a strong emphasis on our common interests.

(The following memorandum has been submitted by the Department 
of Sta te:)

Status of Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America
(Treaty of Tlatelolco) and its Protocols as of March 20, 1909—Report
From the U.S. Department of State

The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in La tin America (the text 
of which is set forth in the Seventh Annual Report of the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency) has been signed by the following 22 State s: 

Argentina (September 27,1967).
Barbados (October 18,1968).
Bolivia (February 14,1967).
Brazil (May 9,1967).
Chile (February 14,1967).
Colombia (February 14,1967).
Costa Rica (February  14,1967).
Dominican Republic ( July 29,1967).
Ecuador (February 14, 1967).
El Salvador (February 14,1967).
Guatemala (February  14,1967).
Hait i (February 14,1967).
Honduras  (February 14,1967).
Jamaica (October 26,1967).
Mexico (February 14,1967).
Nicaragua (February 14,1967).
Panama (February 14,1967).



269

Parag uay  (April 26,1967).
Peru (Fe bru ary  14,1967).
Trinidad and Tobago (Jun e 27,1967).
Urug uay (Fe bru ary  14,1967).
Venezuela (Fe bru ary  14,1967).

(Cuba  has refused to sign and a question has  been raised as to w heth er Guyana 
is eligible to sign und er Article 25 of the Tre aty .)

The  Treaty  has been rati fied and entered into  force for the follow ing ten 
sta tes :

Bolivia (Fe bru ary  18, 1969).
Dominican Republic (Jun e 14,1968).
Ecua dor (Fe bru ary  11,1969).
El Salvador (April 22,1968).
Hondura s (September 23,1968).
Mexico ( September 20,1967)
Nica ragua (October24,1968).
Parag uay  (March 19,1969) .
Peru (March 4,1969).
Uruguay (August 20,1968).

(Although Braz il has  also ratif ied the  Tre aty , it has  not take n the fu rthe r 
actio n necessary to bring it  into  force for B raz il) .

When the Tre aty  has  entered  into  force for  eleven sta tes , it provides for  a 
meet ing of the  partie s to set  up an int ern ational Agency for  the  Proh ibition of 
Nuc lear Weapons in La tin  America , designed to implement and verify com
pliance wi th th e Treaty.

There are  two protocols to the T re at y: Protocol I, which  is designed for sta tes  
outs ide of Lat in America which have ter ritor ies  with in the zone and wish to 
bring such ter ritor ies  under  the  tr ea ty ; and Protocol II,  which is designed for 
nuclear-weapon sta tes  who agree to respect the  zone, not to contribu te to viola
tions of the treaty , and  not  to use or thr eaten  to use nuc lear  weapons aga inst 
part ie s to  th e T re at y.

Protocol I has been s igned by the  following st at es :
Netherlands (Apri l 1 ,1968), with a statement.
United Kingdom (Decem ber 20,1967), with a statement.

(Franc e and  the  United Sta tes  have not signed this  Protocol a nd no s tate has 
yet ratif ied i t. )

Protocol I I h as been signed by th e following s ta te s:
United Kingdom (Decem ber 20,1967), with  a s tatem ent.
United  Sta tes (April 1, 1968), with  the sta tem ent  set forth in Appendix

X to the Eigh th Annual Report of the U.S. Arms Contro l and Disarmament 
Agency.

(France, the Soviet Union, and  Communist China have not  signed thi s Pro
tocol and  no sta te has yet rat ifie d it .)

North Atlantic Council  Meets  at Luxembourg

The North A tlantic Council he ld it s regular ministeria l meeting a t Luxembourg 
December 12-14, 1967. Following  are tex ts of the final communique and annex 
which were released by the  Council at the close of the meet ing on December 14-

[Pr ess  release 295 dated December 15]

text of fin al  comm uniq ue

1. The first  Minis terial Meeting  of  the North Atla ntic Council to be he ld at  the 
new Brussels headquart ers  ended on 14th December, 1967.

2. Ministers  approved the report on the Fu tur e tasks of the  Alliance, prep ared  
in conformity with  the  decisions taken on 16th December 1966 on the init iat ive  of 
the  Belgian Foreign Minister.1 The rep ort  is annexed to this communique.

3. The Council exam ined developments in the  int ern ational situ atio n since 
the ir las t meeting. Minis ters  reviewed the  efforts  made  by their governments to 
improve Ea st/West rel ations and  noted  the  extensive bil ate ral  contacts made in

1 Fo r tex t of a communique and annexes issued at  P ari s on Dec. 16, 1966, see Bulletin of 
Jan . 9, 1967, p. 49.
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recent  months. They expressed  the  hope th at  these efforts might lead to progress  in the settl ement of out standing European problems. Ministers  also discussed long-range policy quest ions, especially those covered in the report on Fu ture  Tasks of the Alliance.
4. The  Council discussed  proposals presented by th e “North  Atlantic Assembly” of Pa rliam entar ian s at  the ir recent meeting for  closer co-operation between themselves  and the Council. The Secretary  General was authorised to study  ways and means for  this purpose and to subm it suggest ions to the Council.5. Ministers  emphas ised the  imp ortant of promoting progress in disarm amen t and arms  control, inclu ding  concrete measures  to prevent the prol ifera tion of nuc lear weapons. They reaffirmed their  view tha t, if conditions permit,  a balanced reduction of forces on both sides could constitute a significant step towards securi ty in Europe.
6. The Council recalled the  views expressed in the  decl arat ion on Germany issued on 16th December, 1666. Ministers em phasised that  th e peaceful settl ement of the  German question  on a basis  which would take account of the German people’s fundamenta l right to re-unification was an essentia l fac tor  for  a just and  las ting  peaceful ord er in Europe.  In reviewing the present sta te of the German question, Ministers  were informed by their German colleague about his Government’s increased effort s to improve rela tions with  Eas tern  European countries and to promote Ea st/ W es t detente . He emphasised  th at  it was in this sp iri t th at  his Government was  also trying  to hand le the  problems aris ing from the division of Germany. Considering  the difficulties of reaching  an early solution, Ministers  agreed  th at  a present the  only rea list ic possibility for  progress rema ined the step-by-step approach  advocated and applied by the  Federal Government. With  regard  to Ber lin,  the  Min ister s confirmed their declarat ion of 16th December, 1958?
7. Ministers  no ted the Secre tary  G enera l’s rep ort  on his “Watching B rief” and invited  him to continue his activ itie s in this  sphere. They expressed the ir appreciat ion of the impor tan t role playe d by the Secreta ry General in reducing the recent crisi s concerning Cyprus and  Greek-Turkish rela tions. They expressed sat isfactio n with  the  agreeme nt between Turk ey and Greece on the steps  being taken to resolve the  crisis , tak ing  adva ntag e, as appropriate, of the actions  of the  United Nations . They reaffirmed the ir conviction th at  Turkey and Greece should, in the sp iri t of the sol ida rity  of the  Alliance, continue their  efforts to facil ita te a peaceful and rap id solution of the  Cyprus problem.8. Ministers  considered the  report  on Technological Co-operation prep ared  in response to the  Resolut ion adop ted on 14th June . 19671 on the  init iative of the Foreign Minister  of Italy. They invited the Council in Permanen t Session assisted by competent organs o f the  A lliance to continue its stud ies on the Alliance ’s role in the  field of technology, including the possib ilities for applying defence technology to civil needs. The  aim is to encourage co-operation between member countrie s and to  cont ribu te to wards  narrow ing the  technological disp arit ies which may exist between these coun tries . Ministers  also invited the Council in Pe rmanent Session to develop the most efficient and economical ways for co-ordinating the  various act ivit ies of the  Alliance in the  field of defense technology.9. Ministers  considered and approved a report  on Civil Emergency Planning. Stre ssing the vita l important of such planning, they noted the progress which had  been achieved and the tas ks  which remained to be accomplished.10. Ministers  m et as the  Defence  Planning Committee on 12th December 1967, to review the work accomplished since thei r previous meet ing on 9th May 1967, and  to give d irections f or f ut ur e work.

11. They agreed th at  one of the  foundations for  achieving an improvement in Ea st/ W es t r elat ions and a peace ful settl eme nt in Europe mus t be NATO’s continu ing  mi lita ry strength and capa bility to deter aggress ion. In this connection they noted that  the  Soviet Union continues to expend increasing resources upon its  powerful milita ry forces and  is developing types of forces  designed to enable it to achieve  a significant mi litary  presence in other pa rts  of the world. They also  observed th at  dur ing the  past year  the re has  been a marked expansion in Soviet forces in th e Mediterranean .
12. Ministers  recal led th at  a t thei r previous meeting they had given political, stra tegic, and economic guidance to the NATO Mil itary  Authori ties for the  de-

2 F o r te xt,  see  ib id .,  Ja n . 5, 1959 , p. 4.3 F o r te x t,  see  ib id ., J u ly  3, 1967 , p. 15.
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velopment of an up-to-date strate gic concept and an up-to-date five-year force 
plan  covering the period up to the end of 1972. They adopted the revised strategic 
concept submitted by the Military Committee following the first comprehensive 
review of NATO’s strateg y since 1956. This concept, which adapts  NATO’s 
stra tegy  to current political, military, and technological developments, is based 
upon a flexible and balanced range of appropriate responses, conventional and 
nuclear, to all levels of aggression or threa ts of aggression. These responses, 
subject to appropriate political control, are designed, first to deter aggression 
and thus  preserve pea ce; but, should aggression unhappily occur, to maintain  
the security and integr ity of the North Atlantic Treaty  area within the concept 

of forward defence.
13. Ministers also noted the  force commitments undertak en by member na

tions for the year 1968, and for the first time adopted a five-year NATO force 
plan, covering the period 1968-1972. They gave directions for the development 
in 1968 of a force plan for the period 1969 -1973 in accordance with the procedures 
for five-year rolling planning adopted in December 1966.

14. Ministers devoted par ticu lar attent ion to the Security of t he flank regions 

of Allied Command Europe.
15. They decided to trans form the “Matchmaker” Naval Train ing Squadron into  

a Standing Naval Force A tlantic of destroyer-type ships. This force, continuously 
operational, will enhance ex isting co-operation between the naval forces of mem

ber countries.
16. France  did not take pa rt in the discussions referr ed to in paragra phs 10 to 

15 and did not associate  herself with the corresponding decisions.
17. The regular  Spring Ministeria l Meeting for 1968 will be held in Reykjavik.

A N N E X  TO CO M M U NIQ U E

Fu tur e Tasks of the Alliance 

Report of the Council

A year ago, on the initiative  of the Foreign Minister of Belgium, the govern
ments of the fifteen nations  of the Alliance resolved to “study the future  tasks 
which face the Alliance, and its procedures for fulfilling them in order to s trength
en the Alliance as  a facto r for durable peace.” The present report sets forth the 
general tenor and main principles emerging from this examination of the futu re 

tas ks of the Alliance.
2. Studies were underta ken by Messrs. Schutz, Watson, Spaak, Kohler and 

Pati jn. The Council wishes to express its appreciation and thanks  to these 
eminent personalities for the ir efforts and for the analyses they produced.

3. The exercise has  shown th at the Alliance is a dynamic and vigorous organi
zation which is constantly adapt ing itself to changing coditions. It  also has 
shown tha t its futu re tasks  can be handled within the terms of the Treaty  by 
building on the methods and procedures which have proved their  value over 

many years.
4. Since the North Atlantic Treaty was signed in 1949 the international situ a

tion has changed significantly and the political task s of the  Alliance have assumed 
a new dimension. Amongst oth er developments, the Alliance has played a major 
par t in stopping Communist expansion in Europe; the USSR has become one 
of the two world super powers but the Communist world is no longer monolithic; 
the  Soviet doctrine of “peaceful co-existence” has changed the natur e of the con
fron tation with the West but not the basic problems. Although the disparity 
between the  power of the United States and tha t of the European states remains, 
Europe h as recovered and is on its way towards unity. The process of decolonisa
tion has transformed European relations with the rest of the wor ld; at the same 
time, major problems have aris en in the relations between developed and develop

ing countries.
5. The Atlantic Alliance has  two main functions. Its first function is to main

tain  adequate military strength and political solidarity to deter  aggression and 
other forms of pressure and to defend the terr itory of member countries if ag
gression should occur. Since i ts inception, the Alliance has successfully fulfilled 
this task. But the possibility of a crisis cannot be excluded as long as the centra l 
political issues in Europe, first and foremost the German question, remain
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unsolved. Moreover, the  situ atio n of inst abi lity  and  unc erta inty  still precludes 
a balanced reduct ion of mil itar y forces. Under  these conditions, the Allies will 
ma intain  as necessary, a sui tab le mil itar y capabil ity to ass ure  the  balance of 
forces,  thereby  creatin g a clim ate of stab ility , secu rity and confidence.

In  thi s clim ate the  Alliance can carr y out its  second funct ion, to pursue the 
sea rch  for  progress towards  a more  stable rela tionship  in which the  under lying 
pol itical issues can be solved. Mi lita ry secu rity and a policy of detente are  
not contrad icto ry but complementary. Collective defense is a stabi lizing factor in 
wor ld politics . It  is the necessary  condition for effective policies direc ted towards 
a grea ter rela xation of tensions. The way to peace and stab ility in Europe  rests 
in pa rti cu lar on the use of the  Alliance cons tructively in the  intere st of detente. 
The par ticipat ion  of  the USSR and  the  USA will be necessary to achieve a sett le
ment of th e polit ical problems in  Europe.

6. From  the beginning the  Atl ant ic Alliance has  been a co-opera tive grouping 
of sta tes  sha ring  the same idea ls and with  a high degree of common interest. 
Their  cohesion and sol idar ity provide an element of stabili ty within the Atlantic 
area .

7. As sovereign sta tes  the  Allies are  not obliged to subo rdin ate the ir policies 
to collective decision. The Alliance affords an effective forum and  clearing house 
for  the exchange of info rma tion  and  vie ws ; thus , each of the  Allies can decide 
his policy in the light  of  close knowledge of each others’ problems and objectives. 
To thi s end the prac tice of fra nk  and  timely consulta tions needs to be deepened 
and  improved. Each Ally should play it s fu ll p ar t in promoting an improvement in 
rela tions with  the Soviet Union and the  countries  of Easte rn Europe,  bearing 
in mind th at  the pursu it of detente must not be allowed to spli t the  Alliance. 
The chances of success will clea rly be greatest if the Allies remain on paralle l 
courses, especially  in ma tte rs of close concern to them al l;  the ir actions  will 
thus be all  the more effective.

8. No peaceful order in Euro pe is possible withou t a ma jor  effort by all con
cerned. The  evolution of Soviet and Ea st Euro pean  policies gives ground for 
hope th at  those governments may eventually come to recognize the advantages 
to them of collab orating in work ing towards  a peaceful settle ment. But  no final 
and  stab le sett leme nt in Euro pe is possible withou t a solut ion of the  German 
quest ion which lies at  the  he ar t of present tensions in Europe.  Any such sett le
ment  must end the  unna tura l ba rri ers between Easte rn and  Western Europe, 
which  are  most clearly and  crue lly mani fested in the  division of Germany.

9. Accordingly the Allies are resolved to dire ct their  energ ies to thi s purpose 
by rea list ic measures designed  to fu rth er  a detente in East -We st relations. The 
relaxation  of tensions is not the  final goal bu t is pa rt of a long-term process to 
promote bet ter rela tions and  to fos ter a European settlement. The ultimate 
poli tica l purpose of the Alliance is to achieve a just and las ting peaceful order 
in Europe accompanied by ap pro priate  securi ty guaran tees.

10. Currently , the development of contacts between the countrie s of Western 
and  Easte rn Europe is now mainly  on a bil ate ral  basis. Cer tain  subjects , of 
course , requ ire by thei r very na tur e, a mu ltil ate ral  solution.

11. The  problem of German reuni fication and  its  rela tion ship to a European 
sett lem ent  has normally been dealt  w ith  in exchanges between the Soviet Union 
and  the  three Western powers  hav ing special responsibi lities  in this field. In 
the  preparatio n of such exchanges the  Federal  Republic of Germany has  regu 
lar ly joined the three Western  powers  in order to reach a common position. The 
othe r Allies will continue to have their views considered in timely discuss ions 
among the  Allies about Western policy on this subject,  withou t in any way im
pairin g the  special responsibil ities in question.

12. The  Allies will examine and  review suit able  policies designed to achieve 
a ju st  and stable ord er in Europe, to overcome the  division of Germany and to 
fos ter  European secur ity. This will be pa rt of a process of active and constan t 
pre par ation for the time when  fru itful  discuss ions of these complex questions 
may be possible bilate ral ly or multil ate rall y between Easte rn and  Western 
nations.

13. The Allies a re  study ing d isarmament and p rac tica l arm s control  measures, 
inclu ding  the  possib ility of balanced  force  reduc tions. These  stud ies will be 
intensi fied. The ir active pu rsu it reflects the  will of the  Allies to work for  an 
effective detente with  the  East.

14. The  Allies will exam ine with pa rti cu lar  atte ntion the  defence problems 
of the  exposed areas e.g. the  South-Ea stern  flank. In this respect  the cur ren t 
sit ua tio n in the  Medite rran ean presents  special  problems, bear ing in mind th a t
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"the current crisis in the Middle-East falls  within the responsibilities of the  

United Nations.
15. The North Atlant ic Treaty  area  cannot be treate d in isolation from 

the rest of the world. Crises and conflicts arising  outside the area may impair 

its security either  directly  or by affecting the global balance. Allied countries  

contribute individually within the United Nations and other inter natio nal 

organisations to the maintenance of intern ational peace and security and to 

the solution of impor tant interna tional problems. In accordance with  established 

usage the Allies or  such of them as wish to do so will also continue to consult 

on such problems without commitment and as the case may demand.
16. In the light of these findings, the Ministers directed the Council in perma

nent session to carr y out, in the years  ahead, the detailed follow-up result ing 

from this study. This will be done eithe r by intensifying work already in hand 

or by activating highly specialized studies by more systematic use of exper ts 

and officials sent from capitals.
17. Ministers found tha t the study by the Special Group confirmed the impor

tance of the role which the Alliance is called upon to play during the coming 

years in the promotion of detente and the strengthening of peace. Since signifi

cant problems have not yet been examined in all thei r aspects, and other problems 

of no less significance which have arisen from the  late st political and stra tegic  

developments have still to be examined, the Ministers have directed the Perm a

nent Representatives to put in hand the study of these problems without delay, 

following such procedures as shall be deemed most appropriate  by the Council 

in permanent session, in order to enable fur the r reports to be subsequently 

submitted to the Council in Ministeria l Session.

ABM and Arms Control1 

(By Mason Willr ich)

The Johnson Adminis tration’s decision to produce and deploy in the United 

States a “light” or “thin” an ti-ballistic missile defence system (or ABM) marks 

a significant, perhap s decisive, turning point in the nuclear arms race  and 

efforts to bring th at  race under control. How long will prevention of the fur the r 

spread of nuclear  weapons continue to be a viable policy objective? Will the 

possibility of stabil ity in the nuclear weapons balance between the United States  

and the Soviet Union be swept awray?  What is the future role of China in the 

nuclear club? These are the major  questions which have been brought sharply  

into focus.
Of major importance in the context of these issues is the fact tha t the  ABM 

system the Johnson Administration has decided to deploy is, for the time being 

at least, limited. The United States ABM system will be limited in cost to an 

estimated five thousand million dollars, and limited in effectiveness to inter

ception of a comparatively few nuclear warheads. The system t>eing deployed will 

consist of tw’O kinds of missiles a nd associated rad ar and computer systems: the 

longer-range Spar tan  to provide limited area defence of population centr es; and 

the short-range  Sprint to provide “hard point” or terminal defence for ABM 

rada rs and Minuteman silos.
The basic purpose of the ABM deployment is to provide protection to the 

United States  agai nst the kind of intercontinental  nuclear capability which 

China will possess in the mid-1970s. The deployment will not protect the United 

States  population or industr y again st the quality  and quanti ty of nuclear 

attac k which th e Soviet Union is now, or will in the future be capable of launch

ing. It  will, however, provide a measure of termin al defence of United States 

Minuteman silos, and also some capability to deal with an accidental launch 

of a nuclear weapon delivery system.
In analysing  the United States  ABM deployment decision, we will first con

sider the salien t featu res of t he strategic nuclear context in which the decision 

is imbedded. Thereafter, we will turn toward  an assessment of the  future, 

focusing on three  sets of complex nuclear interactio ns: first, t he nuclea r Powers 

and the non-nuclear Pow ers; second, the two nuclear super-Powers, the United 

States and the Soviet Union: and. third,  the  United States and China.
Throughout a continuing process of research, development and innovation in 

nuclear weapons and delivery systems since World War II. the technology of

1 R eprin ted  fro m In te rn at io na l Affa irs magazine.
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the offense has maintained a commanding lead over the defense. This gap has 
not persiste d because th ere has been no chance of intercepting an offensive nu
clear warhead. Rather, the large numbers of warheads available, and the great 
destruc tive capability of each, require a degree of effectiveness for a defence 
that,  un til recently, was clearly una ttainabl e.

From the technological imbalance of offence over defence the basic strategic 
principle has been derived—deterrence. In the absence of a sufficiently effective 
defence, i t has become accepted doctrine tha t the largest measure of protection 
against nuclear attac k can be found in the thr eat  of retal iation  in kind. From a 
strate gy of deterrence the requirements for the present United States strateg ic 
posture  have been developed. These requirements are summed up in former 
Secretary of Defense McNamara’s phrase, ‘assured destruction capability’, which 
he defined as the maintenance of *a highly reliable ability  to inflict an unaccept
able degree of damage upon any single aggressor, or combination of aggressors, 
at  any time during the course of a strategic nuclear  exchange—even after our 
absorbing a s urprise first  strik e’.

The requirements of such an ‘assured destruction  capability ’ are survivability, 
reliabili ty and penetration capability. United States nuclear  forces must, first 
of all, be capable of surviving a Soviet first strike. Survival insurance costing 
thousands of millions of dol lars has been purchased for bomber a ircr aft by air 
borne and strip aler t procedures, and for missiles by instal lation  underground 
in silos or under the sea in submarines. The benefits of survivability are two
fold : the United States is placed in a strateg ic posture from which it will never 
be essential to pre-empt with a nuclear first strike  rath er than  deter with the 
thr ea t of a second str ike in r eta lia tio n; and the time for decision in a crisis will 
be lengthened. Thereafte r, we must be assured tha t a sufficient number of de
livery systems, if launched aft er  surviving a nuclear attack, will arrive over 
the ir assigned targets  with the ir nuclear warheads operational. Reliability can 
be acquired through technological excellence, systems redundancy and large 
quantities.

Finally, an assured  destruction capability requires the ability of United States 
nuclear forces to penetrate any defensive systems traver sed between the place 
of launch and impact on target. Here the ABM problem enters the picture. The 
problem should be viewed from the standpoin t of an  offence-defence interaction. 
Modifications in technology and tactics on the offensive side affect, and are af
fected by, defensive modifications in a dynamic relationship.

There are a variety of aid s for  an offence in penetrating a defence. A warhead/ 
re-entry vehicle can c arry with it large numbers of decoys and chaff which will 
overload the defensive rad ar tracking system with incoming signals. Early deto
nation  of an offensive nuclea r warhead can be used to create radar blackout 
through which following warheads can pass undetected. An offensive nuclear wa r
head can be shielded so tha t it will be destroyed only if a defensive warhead is 
detonated at close range. Finally, as an altern ative to penetrating an ABM system 
deployed around a city, offensive warheads can be detonated upwind and outside 
the defensive envelope in a way which will maximise fa llout  on the target.

On the defensive side, a variety of counter-measures are also possible. Defensive 
missiles can be developed w ith extremely rapid rates of acceleration. This will 
permit interception of incoming nuclear warheads at relatively low altitudes a fter 
atmospheric drag has filtered out the lighter decoys and chaff. Radar tracking 
systems can be deployed in configurations which will minimise potent ial black-out 
problems from detonation of eithe r offensive or defensive warheads. Furthermore, 
defensive missiles can be developed with longer ranges so t hat  avoidance of the 
ABM envelope will be ruled out.

Beyond these primari ly quali tative aspects of the offense-defence interaction lie 
impor tant quant itative  dimensions. Of particula r relevance is the possibility of 
satura tion. If there are more offensive than defensive warheads associated with a 
par ticu lar target, then a destructio n capability of tha t target is assured—even 
if the defensive system functions perfectly. Weighing the  possibilities for pene
trat ing,  avoiding and overwhelming the defence against  the possibilities for tech
nical improvements in defensive systems has led most analysts to pessimistic 
conclusions about the cost-effectiveness of a large-scale ABM deployment against 
a sophisticated nuclear attack .

A basic premise which underlie s the present Soviet-American nuclear balance 
is tha t deterrence consists esse ntially of a strategic posture—a nuclear capability  
in being and credible to  any potential  adversary. If deterrence fails, nuclear war



must be fought  with exist ing forces. Unlike mobilisation for  conventional war, 
mobilisa tion for  nucle ar war is a continuous process which occurs, if at  al l, be
fore  hostil itie s break out. Nuc lear power politics, then, may be viewed as the 
evolu tion and  interaction of a seri es of  postures by the various par ticipan ts.

Given the  high stakes and larg e unc erta int ies  involved, stra teg ic nuc lear  pla n
ning  t end s to be conservative . Planning fac tors for  developing a nuc lear posture 
are  an adversa ry’s capa bili ties  and  the ‘worst plaus ible case’. A potenti al ad
versa ry’s intentions are  largely ignored. When such conservative planning is  a p
plied on both sides of a conflict relatio nsh ip it  is easy to see how’ an arms race 
is unavoidable.

The  n et result  to date in  the  evolution of the Soviet-American nuc lear r ela tion 
ship is th at  each has achieved an assured destruction capabil ity again the other. 
Deterrence is mutual and the level of stra tegic arm ame nt on both sides is 
very high. It  is estimated that  the  United States could place abou t 4,000 nuclear 
warheads  on Soviet targets, while the  Soviet Union could hit  the United States 
with 1,000 nucle ar warheads of somewhat  larger  average yield. One might  as
sume th at  in such a postu re the  two sides might  declare th at  enough is enough. 
Granting the desi rability  of some measure  of ‘over-kill’, each side now has it.

However, the  fundame ntal  processes of science and technology are inherently 
dynamic. As diminishing re tur ns  set in on the  offensive side, increased at ten
tion has  been devoted to the possibiliti es of defense. The Soviet Union has 
alre ady  deployed a limited ABM system around Moscow. For  several years  the 
United Sta tes  has conducted an ABM research  and development programme 
costing  approximately  five hun dred million dol lars  annually.

Before proceeding fu rth er  with its  own ABM program me, the  United States 
made seve ral attempts to st ar t discussions with  the  Soviet Union on limi tations 
on fu rth er  deployment of both offensive and defensive nuc lear  systems. In view 
of the fa ilu re  of these  atte mpts and  the  growing nuclear  capabil ity of Com
mun ist China, the United Sta tes then decided to produce and deploy a light 
ABM system of its  own.

With thi s background in mind, let  us turn  towards  the future , focusing first 
on the prospects for  preventing the  fu rth er  spread of nuc lear  weapons in light 
of limited ABM deployment.

Recently, sus tan tia l progress has  been achieved in non-proli ferat ion nego
tia tions between the United Sta tes  and the Soviet Union. At the  Eighteen- 
Nation Disarmament Conference in Geneva the two super-Pow ers reached 
agreement on January 18, 19G8 on a complete dr af t treaty . This will be the 
subject of discussion at  a resumed session of the  United Nations General As
sembly which  will convene in Apr il af ter thi s arti cle  has been published.

Non-proliferation  is an inherently  disc riminato ry concept. It  seeks to per 
petuat e the  status quo of a world with  five nations  possessing nuc lear  weapons 
and the  res t without . Cer tain  non-nuclear nations  may be r elu cta nt to relinquish 
their  nuclear options, especially  i f they believe they may requ ire nuclear  weapons 
in the  fu tur e to offset a nuc lear  th reat  from one of the  five, as with Ind ia and 
Jap an.

What options other tha n nuc lear weapons exist,  or can be provided , for Asian 
nat ions such as India or J apan  in  the  face of China’s growing nuc lear capabil ity? 
If  the United States has already  responded to the ‘modest’ inte rcontinenta l nu
clear force China will have by th e mid-1970s with an init ial five thousand million 
dol lar  ABM system, how should  Ind ia or Japan respond to the medium range 
bal list ic missile capability China wil l have with in a  yea r or so?

Following China’s nuclear  tes t explosions, assurances have been rei terated by 
high United States officials th at  nat ions withou t nuclear weapons can be sure 
that  ‘if they need our strong supp ort aga ins t some threat  of nuc lear  blackmail, 
then  they  will have it ’. Wil l these assurances be enough in the fu tur e?

The idea th at  the nuc lear  super-Powers could gua ran tee  the security of non
nuc lear nations  aga inst nuc lear  a tta ck  h as been suggested as a possible quid pro 
quo for  sign ature of a non-pro liferation  treaty . However, such commitments by 
either the  United States or the  Soviet Union should  not be underta ken  lightly. 
Specific nuc lear  guaran tees fo r non-nuclear nations  would have a pro found impact  
on ex isti ng bilate ral  and m ult ila ter al security arra ngemen ts of the United States.  
To be effective such gua ran tees might requ ire nuc lear  force deployments which 
could make  the cure  worse than  the  disease. Moreover, acceptance  of a nuclear 
guara nte e from either  the United Sta tes or the  Soviet Union alone would largely 
compromise the position of any non-aligned nation, while a joint United States- 
Soviet gua ran tee  would requ ire a degree of East -West co-opera tion that  is below
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th e horiz on of p olitical rea lity today. While  some form of n uclear assu ranc e may 
em ana te from the  Unite d Natio ns, it would seem d oubtful th at  such a d ilution of 
responsibil ity on the  gu aran tor side would be s atis fyin g in the long run. Fina lly, 
as  a pra ctic al ma tter , it  is doubtfu l whether at  this time the  U.S. Senate  would 
give its  conse nt to United Sta tes  ratif icati on of a non-p rolife ration  tre aty if it 
includ ed provisions which could res ult  in  a sweeping and yet  uncertain extension 
of Uni ted Sta tes’ sec urity  commitmen ts.

In  view of these  cons ider atio ns it is not surpris ing  th at  the non-proliferation 
tr ea ty  dra ft, as it  emerged from  super-Power  negotiation s, was silent on the sub
jec t of nuclear  gua ran tees to  non-n uclea r natio ns. Yet the  problem remains , and 
it will have to be d ealt  wit h on a c ontinuing b asis.1

Will, in fact.  United  Sta tes  ABM deployment provide, as Mr. McNamara has  
argued, ‘an addi tiona l indi cation to Asians  th at  we intend to deter China  from 
nu cle ar blackmail, and thus  con trib ute  towards  our  goal of discouraging  nucle ar 
weapon proliferation  . . .’? Or, might  the  cons truct ion of such a nucle ar shield 
be interp reted in Asia as the beginning of an American  shelter  und er which we 
will with draw—a ‘Fortress  A meric a’ fo r the nuclear  age ?

Another suggestion  for  alleviatin g the  contin uing secu rity  problems of non
nuc lear natio ns in general would  be to provide them with  ABM defences of the ir 
own. This  suggestion does not  app ear to be eith er wise or feasib le in the nea r 
future , for  several reasons . The  c ost of even a limite d ABM defence is too high— 
too high eith er for  the United States to give away, or for  wha teve r coun tries  
might  be involved to be willing , and in some cases able, to pay for themselves. 
While  cost sha ring  might be considered, pas t experien ce in NATO would indi
cat e th at  discussion along these lines would probably  produce more dissension 
tha n co-operation. In  Wester n Europ e especially, wher e the  Chinese nuclear 
th re at  does not app ear  releva nt in the near future , the magnitude of the Soviet 
offensive nuclear capabil ity seems to foreclose any possib ility of a limited ABM 
from  achiev ing even ma rgi nal  effectiveness.

Moreover, deploying a United Sta tes ABM system in oth er countries would 
rai se a numbe r of int rac tab le problems of operatio nal control and ownership. 
These problems would be int rins ically difficult to resolve. But  also the most 
prob- ble solutions  would appear to be irreconcilable with exis ting United States 
legislation,  as well as a non-pro liferation  tre aty . While, there fore , the possi
bili ty of tra nsf er of ABM systems to foreign  coun tries  should  not be dismissed 
forev er, consideration of th is alte rna tive should be postponed at  leas t unt il the  
non- proli ferati on i ssue is resolved one way or th e other.

Hav ing examined the  prospects fo r containm ent of the  horizontal dimension 
of the  nuc lear  arms race  in ligh t of the Unite d Sta tes ABM decision, let us now 
tu rn  to the vert ical  dimension and  consider the fu tur e course  of the nuclear  
rela tion ship between th e tw o sup er-Powe rs.

In  the  wa ke of Un ited Sta tes  deployment o f a limit ed ABM defence the Soviets 
have four basic op tio ns: first , they  can do no thing; second, they  can offset the  
thi n United  Sta tes defence by increases in their offenc e; thi rd,  they can thicken 
th ei r own e xisting d efe nce : and  fourth , th ey c an incr ease  both  defence and offence. 
We may hope th at  the  Soviets will do nothing. However, is such a response  in 
Moscow likely ? Have  the  Soviet lead ers alre ady  made allowan ce in the ir plan s 
fo r the possibili ty of a limi ted United  Sta tes ABM deployment so t ha t no fu rth er  
•offensive or defensive incr ease  on the ir side will be nec essa ry? Such fore sigh t 
would be ra re indeed.

Which of the remainin g thr ee  options the  Soviets exercise would depend on 
th e ext ent  to which they  sh are  with  us the assum ption th at  an assured des truc 
tio n capa bility is the corn erst one  of nat ion al secur ity, and  whether they agree  
wi th the McNamara  calc ulus of cost-effectiveness of incre ments of offence versus 
increments of defence. The Soviets have a tra dit ion  backed  by stron g emotion, 
if not pure logic, which emphasis es defence of the  homeland. Therefore, fu rth er  
thic ken ing of Soviet ABM defe nces, eith er alone or in conjunction  with  offensive 
productio n, may not be ru led out.

Looking one step fu rth er  in the interact ion process, while the  United  Sta tes 
may be able to tolera te ma rgi nal  extensio n of Soviet offensive procu rement with
ou t fu rth er  response, Mr. McNam ara has sta ted  th at  the  United States would 
respo nd to Soviet thic kening of its present defences wit h offensive increases of 
it s own. Thi s plan for  an assymetr ic respon se may preven t a vicious upw ard

1 The autho r discussed thi s problem more fully  in “Guaran tees to Non-Member N ation s”, 
Foreign Affairs , Vol. 44, No. 4, p. 683 (July, 1966).
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sp ira l from  developing on the  defensive side, if it holds. Over time, such a plan* 
is, however , likely to yield to oth er pressu res. The overa ll process  of research, 
developme nt a nd innov ation  in  the  co ntext of competing  soc ieties seems to acquire 
an  in ter na l dynamism  and logic of its  own which lead tow ards  full  exploitatio n 
of tech nica l possibili ties. New developments achieve a momentum of the ir own 
whic h are  difficult to resi st, pa rtic ula rly  in the  nat ion al secu rity area.

Wi th respect to offensive nucle ar delivery systems, a pla teau in United States 
pro cureme nt had  been reac hed before the ABM decision. Pre sen t Soviet produc
tion  may be viewed large ly as a reac tion  to the  large  missile produc tion runs 
of the  United Sta tes duri ng the  mid-1960s. There fore, ABM aside, it  is possible 

th at  miss ile levels on both sides would h ave le velled off.
The deployment of limit ed ABM sy stem s on both sides will exert  sub sta ntial 

pre ssu re to  tu rn  this flatt ened curve  upw ard s again. The number of warheads 
which the  United  Sta tes can place on Soviet tar ge ts is being incre ased  with in 
exi stin g levels of missiles and launch ers thr oug h repla ceme nt of single with  
multip le warh eads —the so-called Multiple Independent Re-en try Vehicles or 
‘MIR V’s’. Therefore, some Soviet  ABM deploy ment can be offset by the United 
Sta tes  with out  resuming large scale production  of delivery systems.  However, 
if  the Soviet ABM defence is thickened the out er limit of this kind of offset 
cap abil ity will soon be reach ed. Penet rati on will come to depend on satura tion , 
and  sat ura tio n will req uire  resum ed production  of offensive deliv ery systems. 
The ‘wor st plausible case ’ her e would be a gra du al spir al upw ards  into  all-ou t 
produ ction  of both offensive and  defensive systems on both sides of the balance 
of ter ror . The fac t th at  the  United States could, at  tremendou s cost and no gain 
in its  secur ity, lead such a prod uctio n race  should counsel restr aint  to the Soviet 

Union.
However, the  Soviet Fra ction al Orb ital  Bom bardm ent System, or FOBS’, is 

indi cati ve of an increased tempo in the  inte rac tions occu rring  among the  tech
nologica l vari able s in the Soviet-Ame rican nuc lear  equation.  To inte rcep t an 
incoming  FOBS, which  will probab ly appr oach  the  United Sta tes from the 
Sout h ra th er  tha n the  Nor th, would req uire  adjust me nts  in ABM system de
ployment. The lower tra jec tor y of the  FOBS will place apre mium  on “over the 
horiz on” ra da r detect ion system s. However, the Soviet FOBS will probab ly be 
less acc urate and car ry less  nuc lear  payload due to the  de-boosting req uire 
ment. Therefore, it  may wel l be a less efficient system  for  deliv ering  nuclear 

dest ruction  tha n an equ ivalent numb er of ICBM’s. In any event, if the Soviet 
Union does proceed to deploy  Fra ctiona l Orbital  Bombardm ent vehicles in sub

sta nt ia l numbers it  w ill not  be  the firs t time th at  the Kremlin will have violated 

the  Pe ntag on’s rules of cost-effectiveness.
While, ther efore, the  Sovie t FOBS should not be trac ed to the  United  States 

ABM deployment, it is cle ar th at  ABM systems in general will exert stron g pres
sur es in the direc tion  of a resum ption of the Soviet-American nuc lear  arms  
rac e in all its  aspects.  If  press ed fu rth er  tha n limited deployments,  ABM sys
tem s could also era se much of wh at litt le progress has  been achieved in the 
direc tion of nuclear arm s control.  Under  the  Nucl ear Tes t Ban Treaty,  which 
pro hib its nuclear  tes t explosions in the atmosphere , outer space and und er
wat er, it  will be impossible to conduct an ope rationa l tes t of an ABM system. 
The live interceptio n and nuc lear dest ruct ion of an incoming offensive warhead 

wit h a defensive  warhe ad is proh ibited by the Treaty.
Many of the  uncer tainties involving nuc lear  aspec ts of the inter cept ion prob

lem can be narrowed by simu lation techniques and sta tic  nuclear test s und er
groun d. Moreover, the  ma jor  unc erta inti es in an ABM defence are  not nuclea r, 
bu t ra th er  per tain  to ra da r and  fire c ontrol  systems. The margins  of unc erta inty  
in the  electronic aspec ts of an ABM defence can be m easured, and eith er reduced 
or enginee red around, wit hou t nuc lear  testin g. Neverth eless, as the  scale of 
ABM defence increa ses, pres sures will also increase to test the  system as near ly 
as  possible in an operationa l nuc lear  environm ent. While  the  United  States will 
spend five thou sand  million dollars, would it spend 40 thousand  million doll ars 
on an ABM defence wit hout an operation al systems tes t?

In addition  to de-st abili sing the  balance between Soviet and  American stra teg ic 
post ures , the deploym ent of ABM system s may well reverse a major trend in 
nuc lear strategy itself . The doctrine of ‘massive ret ali ati on ’, enunciate d by 
Sec reta ry of Sta te Dulles,  in 1954, to a large ext ent  governed our  stra teg ic 
thinki ng unt il the Kennedy Adm inist ratio n in 1961. Then it was supp lant ed 
by the  doct rine  of ‘controlled and flexible response’ developed by the new breed 
of Pent agon  str ate gis t und er Secreta ry McN amara’s tutelage.  Implementation



278

of th is strategy mainly required substantia l increases in conventional non-nuclear 
forces. But the new strategic  concept also served as a basis for ‘thinking about 
the unthinkable’, for war gaming and planning a variety of possible ways of 
using nuclea r forces short of an all-out exchange, and for terminat ing a ‘con
trolled’ nuclear  war with something less than total destruction on both sides. 
The ability to implement such refinements in the practical  tangle and emotional 
confusion of a real crisis may be questioned. Nevertheless, the doctrine of con
trolled and flexible response has  had the virtue of inducing more rationality in 
thinkin g about strategy, and, more importantly, in planning strategic  nuclear 
force structure.

Does the technology of ABM systems lead us inevitably back to massive 
retal iation  at the nuclear end of the weapons spectrum? If an ABM system is 
credited with effectiveness, any launch of offensive nuclear missiles against 
defended targe ts will have to be sufficient in numbers to satu rate  the defence. 
Can anything  short of a massive attack,  whether a first or second strike, provide 
the required amount of certainty th at  th e adv ersary ’s defences will be sa tura ted?  
The more effective ABM systems become, the more both sides would seem to be 
placed in an all-or-nothing strategic deterrence posture.

It  is widely recognised tha t the mutua lity of nuclear destructive  capability on 
both sides of the Soviet-American equation “narrows the range of Soviet aggres
sion which our nuclear forces can effectively deter”. Deployment of ABM sys
tems will reinforce this trend. Nuclear forces will, in the context of the Soviet- 
American relationship, become increasingly blunt and unwieldy instruments.

We complete our appraisal of the United States ABM deployment decision by 
specifically relating it to the future  course of the United States nuclear relationship with China.

Mr. McNamara has stated tha t “We possess now, and will continue to possess 
for as fa r ahead as we can foresee, an overwhelming first-strike  capability 
against China”. Without a United States ABM defence. China would also soon 
be capable of inflicting grave damage on the United States if its nuclear forces 
were launched first. As previously indicated, it is estimated th at China will 
have medium-range ballistic missiles within a year or so. an initia l intercon
tinental missile capability in the early 1970’s, and  a “moderate” intercontinenal force in the mid-1970s.

Our decision to deploy a light ABM defence has been justified primarily  on 
the grounds of precluding the possibility of China inflicting damage on the United 
States in a first strike. It  is difficult to imagine a ration al ground for a Chinese 
nuclear attack on the United State s in view of the immense reta liatory capa
bility of the United States. Thus, the light ABM defence in the United States 
is intended mainly to constitute a shield against  Chinese irratio nality.

However, another and equally important argument exists in favour  of de
ployment of a China-oriented system. Should a direct  and major  confrontation 
occur with China in the future and the United States possessed no effective de
fence against a Chinese first strike, the incentives operating in the United States 
to use its nuclear forces in a preemptive first strike would be greatly  increased. 
The deployment of a light ABM defence may, therefore, insure not only against 
irrat iona l conduct in Peking, but  also tha t ration ality will continue to govern 
in time of crisis in Washington.

We must, however, recognise th at Peking will probably view the United States 
ABM defence as insurance, not against irrati onal ity in a crisis, bu t aga inst what
ever Chinese nuclear forces might survive a United States first strike. Moreover, 
the extent  to which an ABM defence would actually  reduce first strike incentives 
for the United States against  China would largely depend on the degree of con
fidence American decision-makers had in the effectiveness of their  defence system.

In addition to direct pressure on the United States. China’s expanding nuclear 
capability will generate increasing pre ssure in two other directions. First, as we 
have seen, China’s nuclear posture and intentions are key factors conditioning 
the futu re course of n uclear prolife ration  in Asia. Second, China possesses sub
stan tial  influence over the futu re course of the Soviet-American nuclear relation
ship. In this respect the dynamics of a technological race are working against  
both the Soviet Union and the United States. Improvement in relative position 
will be less difficult for China to achieve th an for the nuclear super-Powers which 
are both already pressing against existing technological boundaries. Therefore, 
China’s growing nuclea r capability could be the catalyst for a major new round 
in the Soviet-American nuclear arms race. T his would be especially t rue if con-
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tinn ing  technological pres sure  from China’s stra teg ic nuc lear  po sture  induces the  
United Sta tes to th icken its own ABM defence.

Wh at can we conclude from this app rais al of the Unite d States limited ABM 
decision  and of its  imp act on the  fu tur e p rospec ts for a rms  contro l?

Fi rst , China is moving into  a position of pivotal importance . This  tren d is not 
new. But China ’s nu clea r capa bili ty provides both the pol itica l cut ting  edge and  
an imp ort ant  stra tegic und erpinning for her  futur e role in world  power politics. 
The  Unite d States ABM deploym ent will not cancel out the  po litical power China  
derives from its nuclear  capa bility. The Unite d States ABM decision in fact  
recogn ises China as a ma jor  nuc lea r Power.

Second, China ’s nuc lear  power crea tes a rang e of difficult a nd delic ate secu rity  
proble ms for  its own lead ersh ip as well as for  world lead ers elsewhere. Until  
Chin a itself  achieves  a secure second -strike  capa bili ty the  incentives for a first 
str ike aga ins t China in a cris is cann ot be ignored in Peking, whe ther  or not her  
adv ers aries possess an ABM defence. However, if China sets  as a prim ary  ob
jec tive  the  achievement of an assure d destruction  capa bili ty aga inst  the  United  
Sta tes,  this could trig ger  a renew al of the  nuclear  arm s race  between the  
Unite d States and the Soviet Union which would leave China even fu rth er  be
hind. Moreover, if China does not purs ue a policy of res tai nt in the  build-up 
of its  own nucle ar forces it  seems inevitable th at  either or both Japa n and 
Ind ia will eventually  have to respond  with  the  acquisition of nuclear forces of 
th ei r own. Such a response in Asia would, in tur n, effect a ne t reduc tion in 
China’s own security. Ther efore, it will be difficult for China to use her  long
term  advanta ge the  poli tical  levera ge result ing  from he r nuclear  weapons  
programme .

Third, the United States may well be in the  most difficult position of all. 
Recogn ising China’s technological power  of position , how best  can the  Unite d 
Sta tes  hope to deal with it ? China’s leverag e will be maximum if the  United  
Sta tes  continu es to base its  response to China on her nuc lear  capa bilit ies 
coupled to the wor st plausib le case.

China will even tuall y achieve an assure d dest ruction  cap abil ity aga ins t the  
United States. Will China be mo re ‘rat ion al’ th en tha n at  pre sen t? It  is time now 
for  t he United States to face squa rely  the  i ssue of an accommodation with  China 
based  not upon a first -stri ke cap abi lity  on one side, but  upon nuclear deter rence  
on both sides.

Artic le VI of the non-prol ifera tion  tre aty would place an obligaiton  on all 
par ties, including the two super-Pow ers, ‘to pur sue  neg otiat ions  in good fai th 
on effective meas ures reg ard ing  ce ssation of the nuclear  arm s race. . . .’ P resent  
tre nd s in the  rea lity  of nucle ar weapon s capabili ties fly in the  face  of these 
wor ds on paper. China will not  adh ere to the  non- prol ifera tion  trea ty. Bu t it is 
too much to expect the  United Sta tes and  the  Soviet Union to review and 
agre e to reverse or freeze  th ei r ABM deploym ent decisions in ligh t of the ir 
prosp ectiv e obliga tions?  Otherwi.se. how can we expect nat ion s with out nuclear  
weapo ns which adhere to the  trea ty  to tak e seriou sly the pledge of abst inen ce?

The  path of arms control  is difficult. Yet it is the  only path which leads to
wa rds  wh at must be a par am oun t goal in the nuc lear age—avoidance of nucle ar 
w ar  in a world where diverse valu e system s co-exist.

Mason Willrich  is Associate Pro fessor  of Law  at  the Univ ersity of Virginia. 
He was  form erly Ass ista nt Gen eral Counsel, U.S. Arms Contr ol and Disarma
ment Agency, a member of the U.S. Delegation  to the  E ighte en-N ation  Dis arm a
men t Conference at Geneva in 1962 and 1961/. and a member of the U.S. Delega
tion  of the Inter natio nal Atomic Energy Agency, Vienna, in  1961/-65.

Glossary of T erms  for Arm s Control and D isar ma men t

(P re pa red by the Science Polic y Division. Legislative Reference, Lib rary of 
Congr ess)

Active Defense—Defense involving inter cept ion of attack ing  enemy ai rc ra ft 
or missi les by using eith er ai rc ra ft  or missiles.

Airb orne  Warning and Control (AW ACS)—System involv ing the  use of large 
ai rc ra ft,  car ryin g rad ars , computers,  and communication  fac iliti es to contro l 
th e engage ment between interceptor ai rc ra ft and incoming adv ersary  bombers. 
The system has been proposed  as a repla cement for  the  more conventional 
groun d-based warning and control system because  of the vuln erab ility  of the  
la tt er  to att ack  by adver sar y missiles.

Advanced, Manned Strate gic  Aircr aft  (AM SA )—Proposed replacement for the  
B- 52  bomber force. AMSA would be a large bomber with  a capa bility for  pene-
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tra ting adversary defenses at low altitudes. It  would carry sophisticated pene
trat ion  aids. Some money has been spent on AMSA development, but even if 
a decision is made to go ahead with a full-scale program, the airc raf t will not 
be available  for operational purposes until about 1976. The cost of the program 
would probably range from $6 billion to $10 billion.

Antiballistio Missile (AB M)—A missile designed to intercept  and destroy an 
attac king  warhead, also called anti-missile missile. See also ballistic missile defense.

Area Type Defense—Defense system permitting the defense of any of a num
ber of target s within fairly large areas. The feasibility of such defense is de
pendent on use of airc raf t or interceptor missiles tha t are effective over fairly long ranges.

Arm Control—Formal or informal  interna tional action placing limitations on 
armed forces, armaments, and milita ry expenditures. Includes restrictions  on 
the use, levels, or deployment of weapons or forces; disarmamen t; actions to 
prevent the spread of weapons; and any other measures for preventing, con
trolling, or terminating hostilities. In a broad sense, also includes steps to pro
duce a peaceful interna tional environment conducive to such measures.

Assured Destruction Capability—Ability to inflict some specific level of damage 
on an adversary with a very high degree of confidence. This is generally equated 
with the ability to destroy advers ary population and industry , but does not 
include the ability to destroy enemy milita ry forces. For the past few years 
maintenance of a high level of assured  destruction capability has been held to 
be the sine qua non for deterre nce of thermo-nuclear war.

Ballistic  Missile Defense (BM D)—Any system intended to defend against  at 
tack by ballistic missiles.

Ballistic Missile E arly "Warning System (BM EWS )—An electronic system for 
providing detection and early warning of attac k by enemy intercontinental bal
listic missiles.

Catalytic War—War resultin g from the act of a vengeful, ambitious, or 
desperate smaller power provoking war between two g reat powers so tha t they 
will destroy each other. Such war might l»e brought on by the disguised machina
tions of a third  power which contrives to persuade one (or  both) of the two 
powers or coalitions th at it is, or is about to be, under attac k by the other.

CB Warfare—Chemical or biological ivar fare;  warf are which produces cas ual
ties through the use of toxic or disease producing chemical or biological agents, 
or the defense against such agents. Formerly called CBR (chemical, biological, 
radiological) warfare, but the term radiological warf are is now obsolete.

Black Boxes—(1 ) Automatic seismic sta tions to detect earthqua kes or under
ground explosions; (2 ) in the  1958-1961 test-ban negotiations, special depositaries 
where nuclear devices could be kept for use in peaceful-uses explosions or in a 
seismic research program; (3 ) unitized electronic components used in the produc
tion and use of electronic equipment.

Collective Security—A policy by an association of nations to maintain inte rna
tional peace through a league or confederation tha t would oppose by united action 
violations of the peace by an aggressor.

Conventional Forces—Those forces capable of conducting operations using non
nuclear weapons.

Conventional Weapons—Non-nuclear weapons. Excludes all biological weapons 
and generally excludes chemical weapons except existing smoke and incendiary 
agents and agents of the riot-control type.

Counterforce Capability—Ability to destroy the adversary’s strategic offensive 
forces. Generally this implies a preemptive attack  on the enemy’s missiles and 
bombers before these can be launched—as opposed to an attac k on industry and 
population. Sometimes the term is also used to describe an attack  against enemy 
forces a t any time during a nuclear exchange.

Damage-Limiting—Use of strategic forces to reduce the capacity of the country 
being attacked  to inflict damage on the attacker.

Decoy—Device fired with missile, intended to confuse enemy defenses.
Decoy Discrimination—Ability of antiba llistic missiles to distinguish between 

decoys and genuine warheads.
Deterrence—The prevention from action by fear of the consequences: dete r

rence is a state of mind brought about by the existence of a credible thr eat  of 
unacceptable counter-action.

Escalation—The deliberate or unpre meditated increase in the scope or violence 
of a w ar ; the growth of a small conflict into a broader and more violent one by 
successive steps.
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Exchange Ratio—The number of attack ing missiles necessary to destroy one 
target missiles.

Exoatmospheric Interception—Interception of adversary missiles before they 
reenter  the ear th’s atmosphere.

F-12—Proposed advanced supersonic interceptor aircra ft tha t might be used 
with the AW ACS system.

EB-111—Bomber version of the F - l l l  aircraft. It  was anticipated tha t the 
FB-111 would enter the operational inventory of the Strategic  Air Command 
beginning in fiscal 1969, and tha t approximately 250 such airc raf t would be pro
cured. There now appears to be some question whether the Department of Defense 
will proceed with the FB-111 program.

FDL (Fast  Deployment Logistics) (Sh ip)—The FDL’s are designed to provide 
special mi litary  sealift  capability for rapid deployment of U.S. forces in limited 
wars. The F DL’s will enable the United States to deploy rapidly Army materiel 
should the need arise. Army materiel stored in FDL’s will be m aintained in a 
high st ate of readiness through environmental control and routine maintenance. 
The ships will have specialized handling facilities so that heavy equipment such 
as tanks, trucks, emergency equipment, and packaged POL (petroleum, oils, and 
lubricants) can be transfe rred  rapidly ashore over the beach or at established 
ports wherever required.

First-S trike Capability—For delivering the first blow agains t the enemy’s 
forces and destroying his reta liatory capacity before he launches a counter
attack.

Fractional Orbital Bombardment System (FOBS)—Bystem involving the 
dleivery of nuclear weapons from low altitude  orbital trajectories. Unlike 
intercontinental ballistic missiles, FOBS requires the use of reverse thr us t to 
bring the warhead down on target. Because the apogee of the traje ctory is 
lower than in the case of ICBM’s, detection using conventional long-range rada rs 
is more difficult. For tha t reason, and because FOBS can be used to deliver 
weapons on tr ajectories  tha t do not pass through the area of coverage of large 
warning radars, FOBS may h aw  some attraction as a surprise attack weapon. 
However, the payload tha t can be delivered with a given propulsion system 
is smaller th an with an ICBM, and the accuracy is generally poorer.

General and Complete Disarmament—A program to insure tha t states will 
have at the ir disposal only those non-nuclear armaments, forces, facilities, and 
establishments as are  agreed to ,be necessary to maintain interna l order and 
protect the personal security of citizens; and tha t state s shall support and 
provide agreed manpower for a United Nations peace force.

Hardening—Protection of milita ry facilit ies by making them resis tant  to the 
blast effects of a nuclear weapon. In the case of missiles, this is generally 
accomplished by instal ling them in underground silos with  protective covers.

Intervention—The interference of a country in the affairs of another country 
for the purpose of compelling it  to do or forbear doing certa in acts of ma intain
ing or altering the actu al condition of its domesic affairs irrepsective of its 
will.

Manned Orbiting Laboratory (MOL)—Defense project for putting two men 
into space for periods of up to 30 days. Intended to develop technology and 
equipment which will help advance manned and unmanned space flight.

—A three-stage, solid-propellant, second-generation intercontinental 
ballistic missile equipped with a nuclear warhead, designed for deployment in a 
hardened and dispersed configuration and in a mobile mode on railroad trains. 
It  is a simpler, smaller lighter missile than earli er intercontinental ballistic 
missiles and is designed for highly automated remote operation.

Missile—A self-propelling unmanned weapon.
Intercontinental Ballis tic Missile (ICB M)—A ballistic missile with a range of 

over 3,000 nautical miles (JC S). It  travels a t a rate  of 3-4 miles per second up to 
an altitude of several hundred miles and is propelled along its early course by 
its rocket engines. After the engines are  cut off, the missile follows a free-flight 
trajectory to it s target.

Missile Defense Alarm System (MIDAS )—Proposed satelli te reconnaissance 
system to detect ballistic-missile launchings by infrared and other techniques. 
The system is not being established.

Multiple Individually Targetable Reentry Vehicle (M IRV)—System, now in 
development, which can carry several separate warheads on a single booster. 
Included is a guidance system which permits each of the warheads to be de
livered against a separate  target . MIRV’s will be incorporated in Minuteman II I 
and Poseidon missiles.
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Multilat eral Force (M LF )—Proposal made by the United States several years 
ago to provide NATO with a sea-based nuclear missile force. The ships were to 
be manned by a mixed crew from several NATO nations. The p lan was strongly 
criticized by the Soviet Union because it feared that  the scheme would give the 
NATO countries, especially the Federa l Republic of Germany, access to nuclear 
weapons. The ships were never deployed and the proposal was shelved.

Neutron Bomb—A bomb which releases a b urst of neutrons capable of destroy
ing all life in the targ et area  while producing negligible damage from heat and 
blast  (Hadl ey) .

Nth Country ProbU in—Refers to the  possibility of diffusion of nuclear weapons 
to an indeterminate or “N” number of countries through the development of 
independent capabilities or the acquisition of nuclear weapons from existing 
nuclear powers.

Nike X—Plan for large-scale anti-ball istic missile defense deployment for the 
protection of the United States again st a massive Soviet attack. It  has been 
estimated tha t such a deployment would cost about $13 billion to $50 billion. 
Despite pressure to go ahead with such a program and considerable research to 
develop the necessary components, no decision for actual deployment has yet 
been made.

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Trea ty (N PT )—Treaty  approved by the United 
Nations in 1968. Each non-nuclear signatory would undertake not to acquire 
nuclear weapons; each nuclear  power would agree not to assist non-nuclear 
powers in acquiring nuclear weapons. The trea ty is not yet in force. While 82 
nations have signed, only six have ratified the trea ty as of Janu ary 1969.

Nuclear Sharing—A policy whereby a major nuclear poiccr makes nuclear 
weapons available to an ally while retainin g a right of veto over the use of the 
weapons.

Open-Skies proposal—A proposa l by President Eisenhower a t the Geneva sum
mit conference (1955) for  reciprocal aerial  inspection of the United States and 
the Soviet Union and the exchange of b lueprints of the milita ry establishments 
of the two countries, as safeguards  against surprise attack.

Overkill—Idea tha t the nucle ar force of the United States  is much larger 
than required for inflicting unacceptable damage on the homeland of a would-be 
aggressor.

Par ity—The quality or s tate  of being equal; close equivalence or resemblance ; 
equality  of rank, nature, or value; likeness (We bste r). Numerical equality be
tween Western and Communist nations in an interna tional conference or organiza
tion.

Passive Defense—Defense of population or militar y facilitie s by protective 
shelter, hardening, etc.

Peaceful Coexistence—Communist doctrine tha t capitalist  and communist 
state s can renounce war against each other and therefore  coexist peacefully in 
the world. The doctrine does not eliminate class struggle, ideological competition, 
or war s of national liberation.

Penetration Aids—Devices fac ilitat ing the e ntry of airc raf t or missiles through 
enemy active defenses. Penetration  aids for missiles include decoys which simu
late warheads and the use of chaff (pieces of wire tha t act as dipoles) and 
electronic jammers to interfere with rad ar detection and trackin g of incoming 
warheads. Other techniques used to faci litate  penetration  of ABM defenses are 
delivery of large numbers of warheads and decoys almost simultaneously in order 
to satu rate  rad ar and computer capabilities; target ing of rada rs rath er than 
primary targets;  and the use of nuclear explosions at  high altitud es to produce 
ionization to inte rfere with r ad ar detection and tracking.

Polaris—U.S. nuclear powered missile launching submarine carrying 16 mis
siles. The term is also used to refer to the missiles, of which there have been 
three  versions. The first two, Polaris A- l and A-2, each carried single warheads 
with a yield of around one megaton. Polari s A-3 carri es three  smal ler warheads 
which are not individually targetable. 41 Polaris submarines have been built.

Poseidon—A successor to the Polaris submarine program involving larger 
missiles, each carrying MIRV’s.

Preemptive Attack—Fir st strike designed to knock out the adversary’s offen
sive forces, population, or industr y in anticipation  of a possible strike by him.

Samos—A reconnaissance satellite system composed of a satellite vehicle, 
launch and trackin g facilities, and a communications and data processing ne t
work to provide v isual and electronic reconnaissance over the entire  surface of 
the e arth.
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Second Strike—A blow delivered aft er receiving an enemy nucle ar attac k 

it may be counterforce strike  or countervalue strike  (Temp o). An atta ck by 
long-range nuclea r strike forces following an enemy first strike. May be directed 
at the enemy’s long-range attack force, his population centers, or other targets, 
depending upon th e circumstances and the strength  available for a counterstrike  
following an enemy attack. Most commonly, a retaliatory attac k aimed at  area 
targets (i.e., enemy population centers) with forces tha t may have been de
pleted by an enemy surprise a ttack.

Second-Strike Capability—The ability  to survive an attac k and launch a re
taliat ory blow large  enough to inflict intolerable damage on the oppponent 
(Hadley ).

Self-Fulfilling Prophecy—(1 ) The assertion implied in a nation’s atti tude of 
tru st or dist rust  toward another nation, which generates, if believed, a like 
attitu de on the part of the other, thereby reinforcing the flrst natio n’s atti tude 
and making the implied assertion self-validating; (2 ) a psychological effect by 
which one side’s defensive action may be observed by the other which, mis
interpret ing it as aggressive, may therefore make some defensive move. This, 
if misread in tu rn by the opposite side, confirms the original suspicions. Reactions 
and signals may thus be set into motion until a point of no return is reached.

Soft Facilitie s—Missile sites, command and control centers, or other facil i
ties tha t have not been provided with protective shielding against  the effects of 
nearby nuclear explosions.

Tallinn Defense—Defensive system deployed by the Soviet Union and referr ed 
to in the United S tates as the Tallinn Defense because some of the facilities were 
located near  Tallinn, Estonia. The prevailing view in the U.S. intelligence com
munity today is tha t the Tallinn system is an anti -airc raft  system with no sig
nificant anti-b allistic defense capability. However, some years ago it was believed 
tha t the tallinn  was primarily an ABM system, an d tha t view may still be held in 
some quarters .

Terminal Defenses—Defenses designed to intercept  a missile during the final 
par t of its trajectory. Such defenses make use of the differential decelerating 
effect of the atmosphere to facilitate discrimination between warheads and less 
dense pentration aids. Because such defenses involve interception late in the tra
jectory of the incoming missile, they are  relatively inflexible. Thus, the missiles 
deployed to defend one point cannot defend other  points  some distance away.

Weapon System—A weapon and those components required for its operation.
Yield-To-W eight Ratio—The explosion force of a nuclear weapon relative  to 

its weight, or destruct ive power per pound of the warhead.
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